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The present stidy brings up to date the document entitled "Comparative 
prices and the purchasing power of curjrencies in selected latin American 
countries" (E/CN.12/589) sutoitted to the Econcanic Commission for Latin 
America at its ninth session in May 1961, Víhile the methodology has 
remained unchanged in all except minor aspects, the results now apply 
to capital cities in all Latin American countries, except Cuba for which 
comparable information covild not be obtained. An important addition to 
the study is the inclusion of data for two United States cities — Los Angeles 
and Houston - where prices were specially collected for ECLA by the 
United States Bureau of Labor Statistics, Results for these two cities 
have been included way of a comparison with those capitals in Latin 
America vjhere it was believed that conditions were sufficiently comparable 
to provide meaningful results. 
As with document E/CN,12/589, the data shown in the present study 
are presented in the foim of indexes reflecting the relative price levels, 
and of "purchasing power equivalents" indicating the number of currency 
units in one country vdaich correspond in purchasing power with a given 
number of currency tmits in another country. Information of this nature 
is presented for the main tsrpes of goods, services and producers* equips 
ment which enter into consumer e^qsenditure and investment in the region. 
Figures are also given for total expenditure - the results thereby providing 
a measure of the "parity" exchange rate which would give the over-all 
equivalent of one Latin American currency in terms of another. 
While in ECLA's previous work the results referred to the months 
in which the basic data were collected (thas introducing a factor of 
incomparability that was significant for those countries where prices 
were subject to rapid or frequent change), in the present document the 
calculations have been adjusted in order to relate the results to two 
chosen months at an interval of two years June I960 and June 1962, 
/For this 
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For this reason^ and because of changes in the relative importance of each 
item now that nineteen rather than ten Latin American cotmtries are included 
in the calculation, the results will differ from those given in the 
preliminary study published in document E/CN,12/589» 
Notwithstanding the inclusion of the two United States cities - Houston 
and Los Angeles - in the calculations, no attempt has been made to calculate 
parity e::change rates for Latin American currencies in terms of the United 
States dollar (or of ary other non-Latin-American currency), Mich 
additional work would have to be done before such a tabtilation could be 
considered statistically sound. In particular, the problem of comparing 
countries with very different income levels and e:g5enditure patterns 
(e,g. Bolivia or Haiti and the United States) still needs to be solved 
and additional price information needs to be collected in sufficient 
cities to provide data which can be considered fully representative of an • 
average price level in the United States and in each Latin American country. 
In the same way, the SOLA secretariat has not yet had sufficient 
resources to implement the recouimendation made ty the Commission at its 
ninth session that the study be amplified to include -relationships between 
price, wage and personal income levels and that an analysis be, made of the 
causes underlying differences in the price structure of each country. The 
present study is therefore limited to a determination of ptirchasing power 
equivalents and of relative price levels in the capital cities of Latin 
America and does not pretend to evaluate in any significant way the various 
factors influencing such levels, . . 
For readers not particularly interested in the discussion of the 
methodological and practical prcblems encountered in the study, a 
suismay has been provided which indicates the lines along which the study 
has evolved. For those who are interested in greater statistical detail 
than the text provides, a statistical annex has been appended'with those 






T^e establishment in Latin America of a Free-Trade Area and the 
progress towards a common regional market has focussed attention on 
three independent problems which have to some extent been a limiting 
factor in certain aspects of ECLA»s work: the measurement of the real 
"vrorth" or the purchasing power of each Latin American currency; the 
measurement of relative price levels for the various countriesj and the 
conversion into a single currency of prices or.values which are initially 
ê qiressed in different national currency units, 
Vihile to a large extent index nimbers have furnished a means of 
establishing relative levels at different points of time and national 
currency figures have sufficed for measxxring absolute levels or prices 
vd-thin a country, in the case of inter-covmtry comparisons, neither index 
numbers, percentage figures nor even national values calculated at prevailing 
rates of exchange have provided indicators sufficiently reliable or 
meaningful for mar^ analytical pwposes. In post-war years a growing 
emphasis has been placed on macro-economic aggregates, and interest iJi 
comparable national income statistics for individual countries or for 
the region as a whole has increased substantially. The lack of adequate 
measures for translating national data expressed in vaiying units of 
currency into reliable regional aggregates with a common monetary 
denominator has constituted an obstacle which usml statistical procedures 
have been unable to solve. Similarly, in the formation of plans or 
proposals for economic integration - whether of the type envisaged for 
the Central American countries or that considered for the Graií-Colombia 
region, lack of information regarding relative price levels has hindered 
the work. Finally, as mentioned above, the creation of a Free-Trade 
Area already covering the greater part of the Latin American popiilation 




of the real "value" of each cuirency, the comparative cost structure, the 
relative price levels and the relationship between domestic prices and 
those applicable to internationally traded goods, 
1, The inadequacy of prevailing exchange rates 
• . 
The traditional method adopted for converting prices (or .values) 
for one country into prices (or values) of another has been to apply 
the rates of exchange currently in use for international transactions. 
The complexity of the exchange rate systems for many Latin American 
countries in post-war years would in itself suggest the danger of 
adopting such a procedure. One would be left with the choice between 
free market rates, official rates, preferential and no]>-preferential 
rates, often fluctuating violently from one .month to the next and 
certainly volatile' over the- course of years. 
Even when a single rate is applied, exchange rates could only icith 
difficulty be thou^t of as adequately reflecting the true "value" or. 
purchasing power of domestic currencies, A glance at the price situation 
in Chile should suffice to make the point. In February 1959 the exchange 
rate for both trade and.non-trade transactions was pegged at the level 
of 1,050 pesos to the dollar,. If at that time it correctly reflected 
the "worth" of the peso,-it could hardly.have done so in, say, February 1961 
vrhen, with' no alteration in the exchange rate, domestic prices had in the 
meanv-ihile risen 33 per cent (as in fact was; the case), A similar 
situation is elicoimtered in other countries (e,g, Argentina and Uniguay) 
where the exchange rate has for lengthy periods been maintained at an 
arbitrary level, irrespective of the novement of internal prices. In 
other cases, such as Brazil and more recently Chile, a marked divergence 
is shown in the trends of .the official rate applicable to an important 
part of the nation^s external transactions and the free rate which 
generally applies only to marginal transactions such as private remittances, 
tourist ejqaénditure and perhaps the import of luxury-type goods. In such 
a situation it will usually be found that the short-term movements or 




lhe fact that exchange rates fall to measure adequately the relative 
domestic price levels is, of course, logical. They apply basically and 
exclusively to those items entering into transactions of an international 
nature - the export and import of goods and services (including shipping 
and insurance), the ecxpenditure of tourists, the remittance of interest 
arai profits, the donations from residents of one country to another, 
the flow of short-term capital and loans over a longer period. The 
exchange rate or the system of exchange rates is that which maintains 
in equilibrium the inflow and outflow of funds relating to such transactions. 
Governmental action in controlling outflows is, hoiirever, often a dominant 
factor in equalizing both sides of the national balance of payments, and 
as a result it can be said for on3.y a few Latin American countries that 
the inflows and outflows are truly in equilibritam or that the current rates 
of exchange could conceivably measure the comparative values of currencies 
- even considering only those transactions which figure directly in the 
inter-country relationships, such as the import or export of goods, flow 
of capital, etc, 
I'Jhen other transactions not figuring in the inter-coujitry relation-
• hips are taken into account, the use of prevailing exchange rates for 
a measurement of purchasing povrer is even less appropriate. The bulk 
of final goods and services consumed or used in. a ,country is not 
internationally traded; and although the role of trade in determining the 
level of national income caryiot be over-emphasized, it must be observed 
that the value of imported goods is low conqjared with national production. 
If services are added, practically all of which are produced domestically 
(international transportation, communications, tourism, certain aspects 
of banking, together with consular services being amongst the few 
e;cceptions) it will be appreciated that an exchange rate determined by 
international transactions vrould be scarcely appropriate for valuing 




2, The ob.iectlve defined 
The objective of the present study is accordingly a threefold one: 
(a) To measure the relative price levels amongst the various 
Latin American countries based on all e3q)enditure transactions (whether by 
individuals or by Goverrments) vrhich relate to final consumption or 
investment, 
(b) To determine the purchasing power of each currency, in tems 
of the comparative quantities of final products which can be bou^t, 
(c) . To determine the parity exchange rates whidi will equate the 
price levels applicable to final products in total for each of the 
countries concerned. 
The way in which over-all price levels can be "equated" is an aspect 
yet to be discussed. As v/ith other types of price comparisons, some 
criterion of "eqtiivalence" for the various situations must be introduced. 
This "equivalence" in most cases is considered to be an "equivalence 
in v/ell-being" or an "equivalence in the satisfaction of •wants or needs", 
"Equivalence in the satisfaction of wants" has, however, various 
interpretaitions. In accordance with one approach, a global concept is. 
adopted, without considering each component item or service separately. 
That is to say, a collection or "basket" of goods and services is 
considered which gives in total the same satisfaction in one country 
that another "basket" of goods and services provides in another 
- irresjaective of the composition of the "basket". The more usual 
approach is, however, to consider a "basket" which has an identical 
composition in both places - the assumption being that the same it eta 
affords the same amount of satisfaction in two places and' that in total 
the items give a basket which (theoretically at least) affords the same 
level of well-being in the two situations. The cost of the basket in 
the two places would, it is contended, then measure the- relative level 
of prices in the two places. 
If the latter approach is adopted, the parity exchange rate may 
be defined as the rate which equates the cost of a representative basket 




in another, (If, for instance, 1,000 pesos in country A buys a 
representative basket which in turn costs 1,500 nacionales in country B 
and 50,000 centavos in country C, the parity rates of exchange would be 
as follows: 
1 peso = 1«5 nacionales » 50 centavos). 
Conversely, prices are in parity for two countries when, v/ith a 
given rate of ejcchange, a unit of cmTency in country A buys the same 
quantity of goods and services that an equivalent number of curi^ncy units 
will in country B (the rate of exchange determining the equivalence in 
terms of currency units), 
Likeiiise, the purchasing power of one countiy's currency compared 
with another's can be described as the relative amount of goods and 
services which can be purchased for a unit of currency in each of the 
countries concerned. 
Finally, the purchasing power equivalent of two currencies is the 
number of units, of the one currency which need to be paid in order to 
obtain the same quantity of goods and services purchasable for one unit 
of the other currency. It should be noted that the "paritjr exchange 
rate" concept relates to the aggregate of all good.s and services î Aiich 
are classified as final products - not to a particvilar type of transaction 
or a particular group of commoditiewS, There is, for instance, no "parity 
e::cchange rate" for food alone, nor for investment alone - since this would 
pre-suppose that the only transactions in the coimtries concerned v/ere for 
food, or for investment. On the other hand, there is a "purchasing power 
equivalent" for each type of transaction, or each group of transactions, 
since the number of currency units which are needed to purchase a 
particular item or group of items can be considered independent of other 
items or other groups. The total of the pijrchasing power ectdvalents for 
all items, when combined in appropriate proportions, gives the over-all 
purchasing powsr for the cwrency of the country relative to another, and 
in this way become a measure of the "parity exchange rate". 
As an alternative, purchasing pox/er equivalents could be calculated 
for an income of a particular magnitude (in which case they woiild refer to 
the relative quantity of goods and services obtainable for that income in each 
country). In this event, the combination of the equivalents for all income 
levels would once again give the ove3>-all purchasing power of the currency 





n . SYNOPSIS 
. 1 , Methodology 
(a) The concept 
For any statistical study, the methodology adopted and its practical 
application must depend specifically on the objectives to be achieved and 
the extent to vjhich available data can be utilized in order to achieve 
such objectives. Above all, a method is required which is precise, 
simple to compute, comprehensive in coverage, easily understood and 
capable of jdelding results which are readily interpreted and are at 
the same time compatible X'/ith the framework of the study. An approach 
which might have sound justification theoretically might thus have to 
be rejected if it were difficult to put into practice ~ alternatively, 
if the results were difficult to interpret or werè not in keeping with 
the basic design of investigation. For similar reasons, what was 
appropriate for one study might have to be discarded as a possible 
approach for others. 
For the present investigation, ECLA's choice of a method has been 
guided by the desire to obtain mutually-compatible results for all 
countries within the region, rather than a series of independently-
calculated price relationships each of which is applicable to a 
restricted number of the countries concerned (as, in the case of binary 
comparisons). In the same way, methods which are over^laborate or 
too difficult to put into practice with the resources and information 
available have been considered.unsuitable for. the investigation and 
have been rejected accordingly, 
ECLA»s approach has (like that of virtu^y all investigators in 
the field of price comparisons) rested on the fundamental concept of 
equivalence in two or more situations. The equivalence may refer to 
either: (a) a collection of items each of which is oDnsidered to satisf̂ r 
"wants" or "needs" in the same or an equivalent way in the various 




or an equivalent amotmt of satisfaction (or well-being) in each of the 
situations concerned - even though individtially the items may provide 
differing amounts of satisfaction. 
The latter approach has been supported by many writers on the 
grounds that it avoids the difficulties attributable to the interdependence 
eidsting between the price of an item and the quantity consumed. In the 
same way, its use would, it is claimed, circumvent problems due to differing 
availabilities in different countries and to factors such as the climate 
v/hich, although influencing consumer costs, have in themselves no monetary 
value capable of adequate measurement, in price or cost comparisons, 
Unfortmately, the approach has a number of disadvantages. It is, for 
instance, difficult to demonstrate that a given collection of goods and 
services actually provides a specific amount of well-being or that the 
satisfaction of wants or the levels of well-being are precisely equated 
in the various situations. The use of indifference curves and income 
elasticities of demand to indicate eqtiivalence has been advocated; but 
at the present stage of statistical development, this global approach 
cannot be considered as one likely to provide practical results except 
in a very restricted number of cases. 
The alternative approach of selecting a basket of goods and services 
each of yiich is individually assumed to provide the same or an equivalent 
satisfaction in two or more situations seemed fincan ECLA's point of view 
to be more satisfactory. Such an approach contains the implicit assumption 
that if individual commodities provide equivalent amounts of satisfaction, 
the aggregate of "üie items will also provide an equivalence in total 
satisfaction or total vxell-being in the countries being comparedj and 
that the cost of the basket in the various situations will indicate the 
comparative level of prices, the comparative purchasing pov/er and the 
exchange rate. The method has a ntmiber of limitations and disadvantages 
not encountered in the global approach. It demands precise identification 
of each individual item in each situation; it assumes that the same item 
meets the same needs and performs the same function, no matter whidi 




as to reflect their relative importance within the total oh a comparative 
basis; it assumes a homogeneity, both of inccme and of expenditiire (as 
well as of prices) within a coimtry which may not, and usually is not, 
true; it demands a mass of precisely-calculated statistical material 
relating to prices, quantities, values, incomes, etc. which is not readily 
available; and its results may be restricted in application by the Idmted 
coverage of the study and the methodology emjioyed. 
On the other hand, the approach has the over-riding advantage that.it 
is mathematically precise, it is free from ambiguities in interpretation, 
and it does not rest on the subjective judgement of the statistician 
engagèd in the investigation. In addition, its application can be extended 
throu^ all sectors of expenditure, î áiereas the g3.obal approach advocated 
by Staehle, Frisch and others has so far been applied essperimentally to 
only a restricted part of consumer expenditure, and to particular levels 
of income. 
It was accordingly decided to adopt the "market basket" approach in 
the ECLA stu(^, 
(b) The problem of weights 
For most studies where the "market basket" approach has been adopted, 
some prevailing exchange rate has been used in order to convert prices 
for all countries to a common monetary denoMnatorj price relatives 
have then been calculated; and the weighting pattern of first one country 
and then the other has been used in order to combine the individual price 
relatives (the indexes vihich emerge providing, in theory at least, measure-
ments of the price relationship of the two countries, the purchasing power 
parities of the two countries and correction factors which, when applied 
to the- official exchange, wovild indicate the parity exchange rate applicable 
to the currencies of the two countries). Since, however, a XAreightiiig 
pattern representative of all the countries concerned has not been used, 
the results in practically all cases have been confined to a series of 
binary comparisons which serve a limited purpose. 
For the ECLA study, it was considered important that the, results be 
obtained in such a manner that they would be mutually valid as between 




weighting system which, because of the natijre of tine study, had of 
necessity to be based on the average consumption pattern for the region 
- that is to say, the pattern with the greatest similarity to (or the lea 
least variation from) eacK of the patterns for individual countries. The 
consumption pattern could be e3q3ressed either as values spent (in which 
case .they would be used for weighting price relatives) or quantities 
consumed (vAiich could be applied for weighting prices directly). The 
averaging of values pre-supposed the existence of satisfactory e:cchange 
rates vdth which data expressed in national cvirrencies could be converted 
and aggregated for averaging purposes. Since the present study is designed 
precisely , to measure such an exchange rate, this assximption could not be 
sustained. In addition, the use of price relatives involves the selection 
of a base country with which prices in other countries can be compared; 
and unless weights are chosen in accordance with the consumption pattern 
of the base, country (which would be uiriesirable for an intra-regional 
comparison), the resixlts are affected by the price level in the base 
covmtry whenever two other countries are being compared,^ Wiere common 
quantity weights are employed, any country within the group. may,. hovrever, 
sei^e as the reference point (or base) for the price compailsons. This 
is, therefore, the systan of weighting which has been chosen. 
Two qualifjring statements need tobe saade regarding the computation 
of weights. First: the main objective of the study is to compare one 
country with another country rather than to compute price.levels or 
purchasing power equivalents for Latin America as a whole. The countries 
are of equal importance for the investigation} and argr system of wei^ting 
which would give greater proportion to those with the greatest number of 
inhabitants has accordingly to be rejected, in this way avoiding the 
danger that the largest countries in the region (e,g, Brazil) so dominate 
the weighting structure that the results resemble a fixed wei^t index 
for vfhich the total quantities consumed in the largest country serve as 
lieights a clearly undesirable effect if the same weighting structure is 
1/ The same defect applies vihenever value vreights and prices have 
not been obtained in a consistent manner, e,g, values from one 




to be employed in comparing the smaller countries (e.g. Haiti ard Paraguay) 
with each other,^ Secondly, quantities consxmed per inhabitant depend 
on the purchasing power availatie which in turn is a function of the 
per capita income. The market basket has accordin^y been based on the 
unvreighted average of per capita quantities consumed in each of the 
countries concerned, 
(c) The approach defined 
The approach vihich ECIA decided to use is based, then, on a 
basket of goods and services, the items of which are representative of 
average consumption patterns for all countries within the region. The 
per capita quantities consumed in each countiy provide the necessary 
wei^ts — allowing however, a cesrbain amount of substitution X'jhere 
different items are used in the different situations (e.g. potatoes or 
manlocj light-weight or heavy-wei^t clothing; trains or buses etc,). 
Prices obtained for each item in each country are then applied to the 
quantity weights in order to yield a total cost for the basket in each 
country. The comparison of the costs in the various countries provides ̂  
measure of comparative prices (both for totals and for component groups)^ 
an estimate of the purchasing power equivalent to each currency, and an 
evaluation of the parity exchange rate. 
The formula used to ejqjress the relationship of prices for two 
countries K and 0 within the region is explained more precisely in the 
chapters on methodology but it may be noted here as: 
i * ̂ ik ^̂  m countries; 
i • ̂ io 1 = n .items) 
2j For a comparison with another region, however, the basket wovild 
need to be calculated in accordance with the importance of all 
individuals viithin the region and the average vrould be a weighted 
one - with greater importance to those countries with the greatest 




where Pĵ ^ is the price ratio of country K relative , to country 
0 (0 being any other country yd thin the group of countries) 
q^- is the average per capita consumption of item i in all the 
countries concerned 
p̂ ĵ  is the price of item i in country Kj and 
p^^ is the price of the same item in any country 0, 
The purchasing po\íer equivalent (R, ) of an item in country K relative to 
ko 3 / 
country 0. xs equal to the reciprocal of the price ratio,*^ 
or (for all items 
1 
Reversing the purchasing povrer relationships we get 
^ok = ^ko 
« i'ok 
When the calculation ê cbends over all items of e^qaeMiture, the 
purchasing power relationships of two currencies is by definition equal 
to the parity exchange rate (E) for those cTirrencies, 
ie. 
\k = ^ok - ^ko 
ok = 
2/ For the time being, differences in needs of inhabitants because of 
climatic and other factors are ignored, Adjuslaients for such 
influences are, however, necessary if the approach is based on an 
equal satisfaction of needs, even thou^ the magnitude of the 
adjustments would generally be small in relation to over-all totals, 
¿Z The sign above a symbol signifies an average for all the 
commodities (or countries) concerned. 
/Since the 
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Since the same weights are applied to the prices in each country, 
the results are mutvially convertilile and aj^ country may be used as a 
reference point. In practice this signifies that the relationship of 
prices bet(r;een, say,. Argentina and Mexico, Mexico and Chile, Chile and 
Brazil will provide equally valid pride relationships for Argentina - Chile, 
Argentina - Brazil, Me:àco..- Brazil, and so on for all twenty Latin American 
countries, Vihg,t it-will not do is to provide a price relationship for 
one of the Latin American countries vls-à-vis the tMted States or Europe; 
nor a.parity rate of exchange expressed in dollars, francs or any nor>-
Latin American currency. .' For such relationships, the calculations need 
to be extended and the methodology modified in certain respects to take 
into account the weighting.pattern and the price structure of the 
extra-regional territories, 
2, Procedure 
(a) Preliminary investigations 
In order to formulate a design for the adequate collection of 
price material and its subsequent elaboration, a substantial amount of 
preliminary work was necessary, taking into consideration the complete 
lack of suitable material which could be made available from alternative 
sources, A pilot study was accordingly carried out in two countries 
during 195Ô in order to ascertain first-hand the types of durable goods 
available in Latin America and the manner in which technical problems 
(such as identification of items and their subsequent pricing) could 
be overcome. In 1959^ a study was made in three countries which 
endeavoured amongst other objectives to find solutions to many problems 
involved in the inter-country comparison of prices for consumer goods 
and services, 
A general plan was then developed for a more ambitious project 
vihich would eventually cover both private and governmental expenditure 
as well as investment in all Latin American countries, at the same time, 




To a considerable extent, ECLA was guided by work alreac^ done t^ 
other investigators in Europe and in the United Statesj and althou^ 
an identical approach could not be adopted because of different objectives 
and different availabilities of basic m?iteidal, ECLA was in particular 
aided by the pioneering work of:Gilbert, Kravis and associates of the OEEC 
and by the various studies carried out by the United States Bureau of 
Labor Statistics in the field of inter-city price comparisons, A 
selection of goods and services most important in Latin American 
expenditure and invesiaaent wais next carried out and specifications were 
formulated taking into consideration any work of this nature done 
countries for their natioral price indexes» In many.cases, viheve suitable 
items were not incliaded in national price iixiexes (e.g. machinery or 
construction materials) technical specifications were elaborated ty ECLA 
on the basis of the eacperience acqvdred during its 1958 pilot stuify aî i 
in the additional research which was foxind necessary, 
(b) Field work 
For the collection of data, pricing agents were appointed in each 
country and given precise instructions as to the timing of the enquiry, 
the manner in î îch the work was to be carried out, the tj'pe of outlet to 
be visited, the quality of the item to be considered, the way in which 
possible difficulties should be handled (e,g, where fruit or vegetables 
were sold by number rather than weight), the treatment of discounts and 
such other problems as could be envisaged in advance. 
The collection of the material by the pricing agents was followed 
up almost immediately with a visit to the country concerned by a member 
of EGLA's staff specialized in this tj'pe of work who could ensure that, 
as far as possiláLe, the pricing v/as carried out along comparable lines ar^ 
for comparable items in all countries of the region. As a rule, the 
ECLA staff member test-priced and verified data for eve^ item in at 
least one outlet in each city covered. For some items (particularly in 
the earlier part of the work when difficulties still existed in applying the 
specifications) ECLA relied almost entirely on the data collected by its 




the later stages of the For a limited number of cases where 
precise information was difficult to obtain from the local representative 
or distributor, information wa§ obtained by correspondoice from the 
manufacturers or the parent compâi^. 
Since the magnitude of the study and the limited resources at ECM's 
disposal made it impossible to carry out the collection of prices in all 
countries at the same point in time, the work was divided into various 
periods. During the initial stage., (i960), infoimation was obtained from 
the capital cities in nine countries, including notably those where 
inflationary price movements mi^t invalidate the comparison if the 
price data referred to a point in time too far from that selected as a 
wei^t-base - namely, June I960, The results for the nine countries 
concerned were then presented in document E/CN.12/589 at ECLA»s ninth session 
in May 196I, Later in 1961, information was collected for cities in six 
more countries;^ ̂rtiile in 1962 capital cities in all the remaining Latin 
American countries other than Cuba were covered» A special enquiry was^ 
carried out in mid 1962 by- the United States Bureau of Labor Statistics, 
which sent three officials to Los Angeles and Houston to make a special 
collection of prices for consumer goods> services and construction 
materials in accordance vdth the specifications adopted by ECLA in its 
Latin America enquiry, A senior ECLA statistician visited the cities 
concerned at the same time so as to assist in solving the many problems of 
comparability which were inevitable- for cities with income levels and 
living patterns appreciably different from those prevailing in Latin America, 
Dva?ing 1962, the question of maintaining price relatives and purchasing 
pov;er equivalents up to date for different "points of time was also con- ' 
sidered. In a region v/here price movements for certain countries are 
notoriously irregular and often accentuated to' an extrañe, this problem' 
has a greater significance than in Europe or North America, Five 
countries - Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Paraguay and Uruguay ~ where . 
inflationary price changes had occurred since the initial price enquiry 
carried out by ECLA were selected arui a further price enquiry was 
Five Latin A&erican cities plus Georgetown, British Guiana, 
/conducted. The 
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conducted. The comparison of price levels for "ttie same city at intejrvals 
of time two years apart has^ it is hoped, helped to throw light on the 
variation of prices for the economy as a whole, the relative changes for 
each ejqjenditxire group and the extent to which national price indexes 
can be used for extrapolating inter-couhtry price indexes and for 
keeping current the information on purchasing power equivalents and 
parity exchange rates, 
(c) Ad.justments for incomparabilities' in basic data 
Probably the biggest problm encountered by the investigator in 
the field of inber-spatial price comparisons is the variation idiich 
exists in the quality of items selected for the enqtôry. Only in a 
few specific cases (e,g, where an itm is made by the same compaiiy or 
in accordance with the same specifications)'are commodities found to be 
truly identical, A diesel engine of a given make and of a ̂ ven horse-
power imported into two separate countries will at first sight.appear to 
satisfy the requirement that items be identical in both places. In 
practice, other considerations need be taken into account since the engine 
maybe imported with different accessories capable of influencing the 
prices up to thirty or forty per cent. In other cases, items even if 
having the same name are foxand to be of appreciably different quality 
in various countries - such as "corvxna" fish in the Pacxfxc (where the 
variety is large) and in certain Atlantic countries where, being small, 
it is often sold urxier different corriitions (e,g, including the head, 
instead of per piece). Confusion is also possible because of different 
names for identical products - as for instance butter which is "manteca" 
in Argentina aud "mantequilla" in Chile; and lard which is "manteca" in 
Chile, but "mantequilla" in Argentina, 
To the maximvan extent possible, ECLA endeavoured to solve the" 
problems arising from such differences at the timç its field investigationiS 
were carried out in each city, VJhere practicable, precisely identical 
varieties were selected;' and where ijiinor incomparabilities e:d.sted (as 
for the diesel engine quoted above), the prices were rectified so as to 




other cases, advantage was taken of local knowledge in order to obtain 
a quality which, while differing slightly in specification, \íould ^ve 
an eqiàvalent amovint of satisfaction in each country. To the extent 
that ECIA's resources peimtted,. use was made of technical advice —< as 
for some textile items where sanples were obtained for subsequent 
comparison piurposes ̂  but only for a limited number of items waç such 
a procedure possible. For some items (e,g, t̂ ransport services), 
adjustments for quality differences had to be made in accordance with 
the subjective judgem.ent of the ECLA research statisticians directing 
the field work. For other item?, particularly services, wherç no 
statistical,evaluation of quality differences seemed possible, EiJLA had 
not alternative but to consider the items identical (e.g. medical care, 
communications and domestic help). 
Contrary to ê qpectations, "unique" items which existed in one 
country but not in another did not prove to, be an unduly distiH'bing 
problem, Vihen as many as twenty coxintries were covered in the enqijiry, 
the problan was simplified since the same product could generally be 
found in a contiguous or nearby country. Some estimate or adjustment 
of prices could then be made on the basis of price relationship with , 
similar items in the second coimtry. Piped gas did not, for instance, • 
e:ãst in many cities; on the other hand liquid gas was available in all, 
A relationship between piped and liquid gas was acco3:xiingly estatlished -
and taken into account in order to place all cities on a similar footing. 
Comparable techniques were adopted for such items as tea and mate^ 
potatoes and manioc, and to some , extent light and heavy weight clothing. 
For machinery and equipment (e.g. Içoms or lathes) which vrere not 
available or could not easily be priced on a comi^aKLe basis in all 
countries, hypothetical prices were calcxiLated on.the basis of the factory 
price in the country of e25)ort, increased by frei^t, insurance, handling 
charges, consular fees, customs duties and' such other elements (ind.uding 
distributors' mark-up) which might enter into the price paid the final 
user, - For mar^ iteras > this technique was considered superior to direct 




country. Exceptions existed for certain important items in Argentina and 
Brazil where imports were prohibited and local production was.both signifi= 
cant and of a different qüality from that available elsewhere. However, 
since local production of major machinery and equipment items was generally 
in accordance with the design and specifications of a parenrb-finn in 
Europe or in the United States, the item available locally could often 
be identified vd-thout too much difficulty and a quality difference 
allowed for. Only in a limited number of cases (especially when the 
United States cities were brought into the comparison) was ECLA left in 
serious doubt as to the reliability and the còmparability of thè data, 
Figui^s for houpe rental in particular were felt to be subject to a wide 
margin of error, both because of the differences in quality and the 
existence of effective rental controls for soma or all housing in certain 
cotintries covered in the enquiry, 
(d) Seasonal variations 
The collection of information at different points of time for countries 
in which appreciable price differences arise from one month to another 
automatically created a problem of comparability which ECLA has endeavoured 
to solve by the establishment of coefficients indicating for each commodity 
its price level in arçr given month relative to the month at which the price 
v/as lowest J i.e. the month with the greatest abundance of supply. While 
v/ork is still proceeding in this direction, it is considered that the 
apjxlication of these coefficients to the price data collected in any given 
month for a country has helped materially to eliminate incomparabilities 
attributable to seasonal price movements, 
(e) Price differentials within a country 
The xirork so far carried out by ECLA relates only to selected cities 
in each country and price variations within a country may well create 
divergence between the results for the capital city indicated in this 
study and the results whicii would apply to the country âs a whole. This 
could be true especially for a large area such as Brazil vâiere. availabilities 
and cost elements differ considerably in the various provinces. It no 
doubt also applies within smaller countries for items the prices of which , 




water, electricity and possibly domestic services). The problem is being 
studied by ECLA and field work has been carried out in selected cities in 
Argentina, Ecuador and Perú, Material available from national sources 
has also been co^ected for study. However, it is still too soon to make 
a statistical evaluation of the influence of this factor in determining 
national price levels and the purchasing power equivalents for each 
country as a %iiiole, 
(f) Final calculations 
In accordance with táie formula decided on, each item used in the 
price comparisons is given the relative importance which it has on.a 
"per capita expenditure" basis for the various countries of the region. 
Such a systan was adopted so as to give equal importance to, each countiy 
and prevent coimtries of the greatest size or with the greatest population 
from dominating the weights. The per capita expenditure for the items 
was accordingly determined on the basis of national accounts data, family 
living studies, governmental budgets and related statistics. Prices 
already collected by ECLA in a particular countiy were thai, divided into 
the corresponding value figures in order to provide hypothetical 
quantities which reflected the per capita consumption of each it«n (as 
well as the consumption of similar items whose value had been imputed to 
the selected iton), A summation of quantities for all countries and the 
derivation of a country average then provided the basis of the wei^ting 
system, . . 
Using the "market-basket" approach, the calculation of purchasing 
poiier equivalents was a simple arithmetical operation. The mtiltiplication 
of the quantity wei^ts by the prices for the corresponding item gave the 
value of that item in each country's "basket"; and the comparison of the 
size of the basket (either in total or for selected groups) gave the amount 
of expenditure in the currency of one country vrtaich corresponded to a 
particular amount of e3q)enditure in another. 
The establishment of relative price levels, either at parity 
exchange rates (reflecting the purchasing power equivalent of the country 




was also a simple operation involving few difficulties beyond the choosing 
of a suitable reference point. While the greatest interest Trould probably 
be in parity exchange rates -expressed in terms of the United States dollar, 
the data available as well as the methodology used ̂ d not pennit such a 
calculation at the present stage of the enquiry. Considerably more 
information on United States price levels would be required, while a 
new weighting pattern would need to be deteraiined in order to take into 
account the distribution of expenditure in the United States and in 
Latin America as a whole. The difference in income levels and in 
expenditiire patterns might well invalidate a price comparison oí" this 
kind, except for those countries where the dissimilarity in living 
standard is not of tinduly large proportions. 
For the present study, the reference point chosen was therefore a 
Latin American country ~ Mexico - the decision being influenced larg&Ly 
by its monetary stability, its price structure and its income level 
relative to the remaining countries in the.region. At the same time, 
for selected zones and groups of countries, alternative bases or reference , 
points have been chosenjwhile for particular arrangements of price relatives, 
an average of prices in all the coxmtries of the region has been adopted 
as the basis of the comparisons. 
It should finally be mentioned that as prices had been collected 
in different months during theperiod May I960 to October 1962, it- was 
considered advisable to adjust the results in order to relate to a 
common time basis - two reference points (June I960 aid June 1962) 
being chosen so as to illustrate the changes which had occurred in price 




A. METHODOLOGT ' . 
Chapter I 
BASIC CONSIDERATIONS 
1, Differences In income levels and expenditttre patterns 
Before deciding in a method which can be adopted for a study of this 
kind, anumber of theoretical and practical points have to be taken into 
consideration. One of the main difficulties is the variation in income 
levels which exists between comtries, and between population groups 
within the same countiy. Much truth lies in Kenes» statement that: 
'¥e can give no meaning to a numerical .comparison between the purchasing 
power of a money to a poor m̂ ji and its pwchasirig power to a rich man, .the 
two things being, so to speak, in different dimensions",^ There- are-
among Latin American co\mtries fundamental differences in levels of 
income, in degrees of industrialization, in the skilly intelligence and 
productivity of the people, in the use of capital, in consvmer preferences, 
and so forth. To compare, to aggregate or to average statistical material 
relating to widely cJivergent economies raises innumerable .questions of 
validity, justification, compatibility, homogeneity and identity, a n 
of which need to be taken into account in deciding on the way price 
relatives or purchasing power equivalents are to be calculated and the 
manner in viiich they should be interpreted. 
The difference in expenditure patterns is particularly important 
since in each country, it is a resultant of the various factors rel§.ting to 
basic needs, x&sposable incoms, availability of goods.and services, 
consumer preferences and the national price structure. 
For each situation, the expenditure pattern is under noimal 
circumstances adjusted according to the level of prices in such a way 
as to maximise individual satisfactions - more of those commodities 
being piurchased which are relatively cheap, and less of those which 




are ejqDsnsive,^ The inter-relationship of prices, incomes and 
e:35periditiire patterns creates special difficvilties when the assignment 
of appropriate weighting is consideredj and has been the main reason vdiy 
most inter—country price comparisons have been restricted to a series of 
binary relationships* 
2, Quality differences 
While the same cc»nmodities may to all intent9 and purposes be, 
available for sale in all or many of the countries, closer examination 
will show that there is rarely a complete identity in. the commodities 
consumed» Food may be more nutritious in one country, textiles more 
durable, clothing less subject to shrinkage, doctors better qualified, 
machinery better maintained, and so on. Only in isolated instances 
where, a particular model of a Swiss watch is obtained from the 
same source), are commodities identical in an absolute sense; yet even 
in the instance quoted, the investigator may find that the watch is fitted 
with one kind of watch-band in one country and a different kind in 
another -.alternatively, that the dealer gives a.longer, or a more 
effective, guarantee in one of the two countries. 
In some cases, the qmlity difference may be ill-defined. The price 
of a cinema perfonnance may for instance relate to an identical film in 
two places, but differences may e:idst in the type or length of supporting 
programmes, the comfort of the cinema or the quality of the sound 
reproduction. For transportation and for personal or professional 
services, similar quality differences may, and usually do, apply. In 
the case of public utilities, newspapers, even shop service (including 
packaging), certain elements of quality difference exist that may be 
appreciated by the inhabitants but are difficult to define in monetary 
terms. 
To Ttfhat extent, and in what way thqjr are to be taken into account 
in an inter-spatial price comparison is one of the many problems which 
have to be resolved in practical form before purchasing power equivalents, 
price relatives or similar statistical measures can be calculated. 
2/ This generalization tacitly assumes that other things (e.g, tastes 
or customs), are equal. It also assumes perfect competition as well 
as the ability of the individual to spend in the way most advantageous 
to him, 
/3, Problems 
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3. Problems of quantification 
The difficvilty of comparing the purchasing power of mon^ for 
individuals in different income situations has already been refen^d to, 
A similar problem is the extent to víhich needs arKi satisfactions or 
liell-being can be expressed in meaningful quantity tems, capable of 
comparison between countries, A corollaâ r to this is the validity of , 
an average or an index number to express in singular form a whole array 
of data subject to wide divergencies or y^iations in component elements 
as between countries. Opinion on this point is divided; and while 
recent schools of thought have inclined to the view that indexes cannot 
meaningfully be used as indicators for comparisons of satisfaction, 
v/ell-being, utility, etc., the question is a debatable one which is 
outside the immediate scope of this investigation. 
The attitude adopted in this study is that, for those who consider 
indexes or averages as usable indicators in relation to expenditxire 
pattems, price levels and purchasing power equivalents, the calculations 
made for Latin American cotintries will, it is hoped, provide some useful 
and informative data not available from other sources, 
4. Availability of information 
It is obvious that, \ailess the basic material is actually or 
potentially available, no method or approach can be considered satisfactory, 
irrespective of its justification on theoretical grounds. In Latin America, 
all countries collect material of some kind in connexion with their whole-
sale and consumer price indexes, A certain amount of additional infonnation 
is available from marketing statistics, from trade reports, from national 
accounts and from information collected by various governmental or 
commercial organizations. On closer examination, it will be foxmd that 
little of this material is satisfactory for direct use in place~to-place , 
comparisons. For retail price indexes, only a limited number of items is, 
for instance, covered (usually 50 to 100); and large blocks of expenditure 
(e.g. education or the purchase of furniture) are omitted entirely. Further-




investment goods, other than a small amount of usable-information on 
building materials collected for the wholesale price index. The price 
enquiries furthermore relate in most cases to the capital cities or federal 
districts only, while the outlets from which prices are obtained are those 
patronized by selected classes - generally at the lower income levels. 
The items covered by the price collections differ as between 
countries, and only a few basic items - mainly foodstuffs ~ can be 
considered comparable intra^regionally. In the majority of cases a 
technical specification is missing ~ or if it exists, is in such ill-
defined terms that adjustments to take account of quality differences 
between countries is impossible. 
Information on patterns of consumption and investment is very 
meagre and is as a rule inadequate for establishing the, relative importance 
of the component items within each country. Few comprehensive and reliahle 
consumer expenditure surveys have been condacted (Colombia being an 
outstanding exception); and weights assigned to each item of the 
cost-of-living indexes are often obtained from obsolete surveys covering 
a few families within a particiiLar income group in the capital city only 
(in the worst of cases,weights appear to have no sound basis at all). If 
national accounts data are relied on for determining the pattern of 
consumption and investment, the position is improved to only a small 
degree; for while investment figures are available in total and by broad 
groups, no information is usually available for the more detailed component 
itansj in addition, idien compiling national accounts, consumption is 
frequently obtained as a residual and no detail is given by group of 
commodities or of services. 
It will thus be appreciated that if a study of comparative prices 
is to be based only on data currently availa;tle in each country, and if 
undue attention is paid to the importance of à precisely-calculated 
pattern of expendittire and. investment, the project must be abandoned as 
impossible. The problem is then to devise some method which will utilize 




to supplement this by material collected specially for this enquiry, and 
to combine the whole in some way vdiich vdll produce meaningful price 
relationships as between countries, taking duly into account the 
differences in quality of goods or services available, in levels of 
income, and in the pattern of consimption and investment within the area, 
(Lest it be inferred that the situation in Latin America is worse 
than in other regions, let it be said that, excluding a few statistically 
advanced countries in Europe and North America, a study of comparative 








!• Ad̂ ûsted exchange rates 
For any statistical stvidy, the methodology adopted must depend 
specifically on the objectives to be achieved and the extent to vdiich 
available data can be utilized in order to achieve those objectives. 
Above all, a method is required which is precise, simple to compute, 
comprehensive in coverage, readily understood and capable of yielding 
results which are readily interpreted and are at the same time compatible 
with the freamework of the study, A theoretically sound approach might thus 
have to be rejected if difficult to put into practice - alternatively if 
the results were difficult to interpret or were not in keeping with the 
basic design of investigation. For similar, reasons, viiat is apiiropriate 
for one study might have to be discarded for others. 
In general, for the problem of measuring relative price levels 
and evaluating the purchasing power of national currencies, three main 
approach,es have been commonly used. The simplest method is the adjust-
ment of the prevailing exchange rate in some arbitrary way so as to 
reflect more accurately the real value or "worth" of one currency 
relative to another. In most cases, a reference period when conditions 
were considered to be "normal" is chosen, and the rate of exchange whibh V 
applied in that period is projected forwards or backwards by means of 
index numbers which supposedly measure the movement of prices in the 
countries concerned» Let us assume, for instance, that a year, such 
as 1938 is considered "normal" and that" the exchange rate applicable to 
international transactions in that year gave a relationship of 
100 pesos = 120 cruzeiros for countries A and B, Between 1938 and I960, . 
prices have risen 250 per cent in country-A and 200 per cent in country B, 
The curr'ency relationship in I960 would be taken as 40 pesos « 60 cruzeiros^ 




This method has been fi^quently applied in past years T:̂  organizations 
such as the United Nations Statistical Office^ the Economic Commission for 
Europe, the Organization for European Economic Co-operation and the 
International Labour Organization, in order to avoid the distortions 
which have arisen in recent decades -with the widespread adoption of 
arbitrary or multiple rates of exchange, often maintained at levels 
which have little or no relation to parity conditions. Earliest 
calculations made by ECLA for national income figures express^ in 
United States dollars were based on this approach»^ However, as ECLA. 
and other.offices using the method have recognized, the adoption of a 
so-called "normal" yfear in no way solves the problem of correctly 
evaluating purchasing pox̂ er in other years. It reduces the amount of, 
error by avoiding periods when rates were "abnormal" - that is to say, 
when the influence of special factors causes the rate to be widely 
divergent from an equilibrium rate of, exchange. For a year when the 
rate of exchange fluctuates violently, or vAien structrusil changes are 
introduced into the system (e,g, líith the application of a new preferential 
rate) there is probably no single rate which covild be designated, as a 
typical, much less an equilibrium rate for a countSimilarly, when 
the rate has been maintained artificially, notwithstanding a marked 
alteration in the relationship of domestic to international pidces, 
the ruling rate has to be considered as an arbitrary one which is not 
indicative of the true value of the currency vls-à-vis other currencies. 
The adoption, then, of a reference year when problems of the kind 
mentioned above are unimportant can eliminate some of the error-creating 
factors. It does not, however, eliminate any inaccuracy inherent, in the 
exchange rate system for the year chosen. It merely assumes that, in 
the reference year, the exchange rate correctly measures the r'elationship 
between prices or values in the various countries. For reasons already 
mentioned in the Introduction to.this study, such an asstmption is 
^ For information regarding the concepts and methods used, see'Economic 
Bulletin for Latin America, Vol. 1, N® 2, September 1956, pp, 32-38, 
The conversion factors adopted are given in- the Explanatory Notes to 




tinwarranted and, at best, the exchange rates equate only those values 
which apply to a country's international transactions. It would be 
coincidental that the price structures over the full range of transactions 
- both domestic and international - were equated, as they vrould have to be 
in order to achieve parity in purchasing power. 
A further inaccuracy ®cLsts in that the price indeaces used to 
project the exchange rate from the reference year to another time-period , 
are not designed for such a purpose. Available indexes relate, as a rule, 
merely to consmner prices for a particular income-group in a selected, 
city. Price changes for investment goods, for certain consumer goods, 
for many services, for government purchases, for other income groups and 
for other parts of the country are not therefore taken into account, 
except to the extent that they might follow the pattern of the consumer 
price index, Furthemore, in view of the structural changes continually 
taking place in the composition of e3<penditure and inveslanent, the longer 
the period during which the index series is used to project the exchange . 
rate, the greater the likelihood (and the greater the magnitude) of e r r o r 
The method of adopting an "equilibrium" exchange rate in a selected 
year and adjusting it for subsequent changes in prices of the countries 
concerned must then be discarded as statistically unsatisfactory so far 
as the measiirement of the purchasing power for two or more currencies 
is concerned, 
2, Equivalent wants and satisfactions 
An alternative method which has been advocated 'by some writers is 
the equation of levels of income in accordance with the similarity - or 
dissimilarity - in the patterns of expenditure or consumption. 
9/ In the third Edition of his Conditions of Economic Progress 
(pp. 43-AA) Colin Clark, for instance, drew attention to the 
weakness of áome of the index numbers he used for projecting 




Such an approach, it is contended, would obviate the necessity of 
comparing prices directly or of combining the jrices concerned into 
aggregates which may be meardji^ess if consumption patterns differ to 
any extent in the various situations. The rationale of the approach 
is that the structure of ejqjenditure varies according to price levels; 
aiTd that in a given situation a person's consumption habits would be 
different from that in another situation where a different pidce pattern 
prevailed. Ragner Frisch contended that: "The very concept of a basket 
full of commodities, iJie content of which remains unchanged while prices 
change, is therefore a contradiction to ideas that are basic to the central 
body of price t h e o r y " . o r d e r to avoid the direct use of price and 
quantity information, Frisch, Staehle, Wold and others endeavoured to 
locate some economic parameter that could be used as a criteidon of 
equivalence for pairs of income in two situations, A parameter of this 
kind was suggested by the relationship of food expenditure for various 
income levels, observed ly Engel and emobodied in the often-quoted 
Engel»s Law, The existence of such a relationship, or the sjcbenb to 
which it holds true, above and below certain income levels is open to 
question.^i^ Nevertheless, in the work of the economists and investigators 
mentioned above, the percentages of total expenditure allocated to 
particular categories of consumption goods at successive income levels 
has been accepted as the criterion by which equivalence for two situations 
can be obtained (the fraction of the expenditure devoted to the class of 
goods or services in two or more situations being used to establish the 
identity between consumption levels or incomes 
Some Basic Principles of Price of Living Measurements» Msnorandum 
fra Universitets Socialkonomiske Institutt (Oslo) 25 Junte 1953, 
(mimeographed) p. 2. 
11/ On this point, see Dorothy S. Brady and Abner Hurwitz Measuring 
Comparative Purchasing Power. Studies in Income and Wealth, Volume 
Twenty, National Bureau of Economic Research, (U.S.A.) pp. 317-8. 
12/ Some writers have used less restrictive methods of matching than that 
implied by the Engel ratios. Ragner Frisch based his equivalence of 
income in two situations on the flexibility of the marginal utility 
of money with respect to an increase in income while Staehle 
proposed a method vdiereby differences in the cost of living would 
be measured in accordance with the location in two coiintries of 




In its simplest form, the method would suggest that if, say, 
70 per cent of total ê qjenditure for families earning 4,000 pesos a 
year was devoted to food in country A and 70 per cent.was spent by 
families earning 6,000 nacionales a year in country B, an income of 
4,000 pesos in A is equivalent to 6,000 nacionales in B, Variations 
on this central theme have.been suggested, but in the essential aspects, 
the equivalence of purchasing power has rested basically on some degree 
of similarity in the ejqjenditure or consumption pattern in the countides 
being compared. 
It vd.ll of course be observed that, for different income levels, 
different points of equivalence could be established. In the example 
above, for instance, the expenditure on food might be 60 per cent for 
incomes of 6,500 pesos and 9^000 nacionales in, A and B respectively; 
50 per cent for incomes of 10,000 pesos and 14,000 nacionales respectively, 
and so forth - thus giving a curve of income equivalence for the two 
situations. Exponents of the method have not been ê qplicit as to the way 
in which the relationship or equivalence should be averaged in order to 
obtain an overfall measure of the purchasing power for the country - an 
exception being the United States Bureau of Labor' Statistics in its 
study of comparative living costs for civil servants in San Juan (Puerto 
Rico), Honolulu and Washington It is furthermore difficult to 
envisage how the methodology would be applied to all aspects of expenditure, 
including investment, 
Nortwithstanding, then, the illustration given % the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics, we must conclude that the limitations of a method 
of this type would make it impracticable for application to a region 
like Latin America where the basic data would be deficient and the . 
results too restrictive in character to meet the objectives in mind, 
3. Direct Price Comparisons 
The third method to be discussed is that classically used in the 
inter-temporal comparisons of prices for a city or a country; viz, the 
selection of a basket of goods and services which is priced at the 
13/ It should be noted that the study referred to one class of salary-
earners only, and not to people in general, 
/various points 
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varioiis points of time, the component items in the basket being combined 
in such a way as to reflect their relative importance within the aggregate 
(the comparison of the aggregates in each time-period affording the basis 
from vihich the inter-temporal index numbers are obtained). 
While such, a method is commonly used for indexes of retail prices, 
wholesale prices, market prices of shares, rents, wage or labour costs 
etc., it is not so easy to apply inter-spatially. In the first place, 
its accuracy depends upon the identification of specific commodities 
for each point of comparison; and x̂àiile this is generally a minor 
problem for inter-t empo ral indexes (since a commoditgr identified in 
one time-period can as a rule be identified again in succeeding time 
periods), this is not the case inter-spatially. In many cases, even 
if an item is described by the same name, it may be of quite different 
quality in two countries or it may be marketed under completely 
different conditions, When more countries are included in the comparison, 
the problems of identification are multiplied proportionally,^=^ 
In the second place, the combination of items so as to accord ' 
appropriate importance to each is complicated by the widely varying 
constmption patterns which exist as between countries. For a wholesale 
or retail price index, the difference in the relative importance of 
commodities for successive time-periods is not sufficient to cast doubts 
on the validity of the index unless the time-periods are extended too far 
(e.g. ten or more years) or unless some fundamental change has occurred 
in the meantime (e.g, the outbreak of war). Inter-spatially, the 
difference in consumption patterns between countries (and even for cities 
within the same country) is, however, usually appreciable; and if income 
levels, climatic and geographic conditions, tastes and customs, tax 
structures, transport costs and, above all, the relative cost of producing 
the items differ to ar̂ r extent, the consvmiption patterns can be so 
divergent that the adoption of any common weighting system becomes 
problonatical. 
l y It should be noted however, that in the field work done ECLA it 
was found that the extension of the study to include more' countries 
often simplified the problem of locating comparable items. This 
was particularly true for machinery and equipment, vrhere "common" 
items could be selected and quality differences allowed for in 
subsequent price adjustments. He also applied in the case of 
"unique" products vrhich, while not available in two selected 
countries, could be found in a third country for which meaningful 
price relationships vis-a-vis other products cotild be calculated. 
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The third factor which distixigioishes inter-temporal from inter-
country comparisons is the ê gsression of prices and values in different 
currencies. Thus, while in country A the price of commodity i can be 
compared directly mth that of commodity j (and similarly in countiy B), 
the comparison of prices for commodity i in countries A and B (or 
commodity join the same two countries) is canplicated by the use of 
different monetary denominators.^^ The magnitude of the conversion 
factor required to express prices in a uniform or conanon currency is the 
unknown which this study is designed to measure. 
The final difference between inter-temporal ajxi inter-spatial 
comparisons of the kind envisaged in this stiKÍy is the scope and the 
nature of the investigation. For wholesale price indexes, the comparison 
is limited to transactions at that levielj for cost-of-living studies 
- or more correctly consumer expenditure comparisons - the enquiry 
relates to the final goods axú services which are destined for consumption 
ty private individuals - thus excluding government expenditure as well 
as investment. Also for cost-of-living indexes, more generalized 
assumptions may be made regarding items for vjhich no data are available 
(thus, if no price or unit-cost figures are readily available for 
education or vacation expenditure or if difficulty exists in identifying 
a representative tjrpe of furniture or of personal services, these items 
can be assimilated to similar ones or an assumption made that their 
prices woiild vary for each point of time in the same way that other 
prices have varied). Imputation for missing price data cannot usually be 
made with such ease in inter-spatial comparisons since the î rice movement 
15/ It may be noted that in constructing world indexes of agricultujral 
production, the Food and Agricultural Organization endeavoured to 
circumvent the problem by expressing prices of agricultural products 
as relatives of the price of a selected commodity - vjheat. With the 
latter price as a common base in all coiintries, weighted averages of 
the various price relatives were constructed so as to provide world" 
averages. The problem of converting to a common denominator is not, 
hoiiever, solved in this way as the procedure assumes that the price 
of wheat in all covmtries adequately reflects the" purchasing power 
(or the "worth") of currencies in those countries. Such an assumption 
may have had some validity in the period used as the FAO 




of irKÜvidual it^is rarely confonns to any strict pattern. Lastly, it 
shoiild be observed that while consumer expenditure indexes refer to a 
specific inccMe class (e,g» wage-earners in a particular city) the 
inter-country compaiàsons of the kind contanplated in this enquiry 
Eihould ideally give results vrfiich are representative of all classes within 
the community - failing vdiich they could not be considered fully representa-
tive of the coixntry» 
Because of difficiilties in obtaining either strict identity in 
comodities used or comprehensive data for weighting purposes, inters 
country price comparisons using the common-basket approach haye in maiy 
cases been restricted to one class of consumer goods - namely, foodstuffs. 
In other cases, the scope of the comparison has been enlarged to include 
clothing and, with difficulty, Only in post-war years have 
the calcxilations Kctended to cover all consumer esjpenditureĵ '̂  while 
as far as investment goods are concerned, these have been included only 
in the comparisons made by Gilbert, Kravis and associates for the 
Although food prices may be infomative for the consumption of real wage 
levels (food representing betxveen 40 and 50 per cent of consumer etxpenditure 
in most Latin American countries), the variations between the levels for 
food prices and for other prices is often very great indeed, A study 
based on food only is therefore subject to serious limitations. Likewise, 
since investment represents about one-quarter or one-fifth of total 
e;q3enditure, and no reason exists for assuming ttiat the prices for invest-
ment goods in Latin American countries would conform to the patterns for 
food or other consumer goods, the omission of this sector could affect the 
representativity of the results to a substantial degree. The problem of 
16/ See Technical Notes, section 1, 
17/ Notably the study of the High Authority of the European Coal and 
Steel Community published in Informations' statistiquesj Vol, 2, 
Noo 5, August-September 1955 iLuxembourg), 
I S / An International Comparison of National Products and the Purchasii^ 
Power of Currencies. M, Gilbert and I,B. Kravis: OEEG (Paris) 1954; 
.̂nd Comparative Nation^ Products and Price Levels 5 M, Gilbert and 




covering all classes of ejcpenditure, including investment, is a practical 
rather than a conceptual one since, in the same way that (theoretically 
at least) an appropriate basket of consumer goods and services can be 
selected, so a basket of investment goods comprising tractors, trucks, 
lathes, generators, roads and buildings can be priced in tíie different 
situations in order to yield inter~temporal or inter-spatial comparisons, 
Ottier practical problems also exist - as in determining.the weigjhts 
which can, or should, be used. These are discussed elsewhere» For the 
moment, the assumption is made that both price data and quantity data 
can be obtained (an assumption not always valid under Latin American 
conditions); and that the basic problem is how th^ shovild be combined 
in order to provide average price relatives and an evaluation of 






THE CHOICE OF A FORMULA 
Basic equations 
In the elaboration of index numbers for inter-temporal or inter-spatial 
comparisons, two variations of a basic formula are commonly used. The first 
invdves quantity weights and may, in its most elementary form, be expressed 
Where K and 0 are two countries being compared; 
Pĵ ^ is the price relationship of country K to country Oj 
i is any item (i ss 1,2,3, n items); 
W is the weight given to various items; 
P., and P. are the prices of item i in covintries K and Ò respectively. 
IK XO 
The second alternative involves the application of some chosen weights 
(usually values) to the ratio of prices for each item in the various situations 
- the formula in elmentary form being: 
/ Pio 
I ^ 
In the first instance, the quantity weights for the items being priced 
are generally those ftom either of the countries concerned or from some 
third source. If no problem of exchange rate conversion is involved and 
prices are already expressed in a common currency, the formula may then be 
expressed as either: 
^ q.. .p., 
= ^ ^^ (using weights of country 0); (l) 
i%o-Pio 
or ^ _ i^k-Pik (using weights of country k); (2) KO ^ 2 
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i / or Pĵ ^ = ̂ — • (using weights of some third source J. 
i e.g. average regional quantities) (3) 
where q^^, q̂ ĵ  and q^^ are the quantities consumed of item i in the 
situations 0, K and J respectively. 
If the second alternative is adopted, the values used as weights are 
as a rule again chosen from one of the countries concerned or frçm a third 
source. Expressing values as a product of quantities and prices, the 
formulae may be ê qiressed in the alternative ways: 
l - i l o P i o ^ 
Pĵ p ' ^ (with weights of country 0) (4) 
i %c^io 
or P^^ - ̂  (^th weights of country K) (5) 
i Pik 
Pik 
! q, . p. . Pik i Pxo — 
or Fĵ ^ s.^ ^ (with weights chosen from a third country or 
i 'kj Pij region J) (6) 
A few points need be noted: 
(a) In equation (4), the formula corresponds to the Laspeyres type index; 
in equation (5), to the Paasche type (the geometric crossing of these 
two calculations resiilting in a Fisher type index), 
(b) Theoretically, equations (4) and (5) are equivalent to equations 
(1) and (2). In practice, this holds true only if values and prices 
have- been obtained consistently, i.e. if the prices used as price 
relatives are the same as those used to determine value weights. 
(In most place-to-place and even time-to-time comparisons, the two 




(c) The use of third country weights in expression (6) makes correspondence 
with expression (3) impossible unless the prices in country K are 
compared vdth those of the third country J - in which case (6) becomes 
identical in form with (4). The point is important if regional 
weighting is to be used. 
For the above expressions, the assumption has been made that prices 
are already in the same currency and that no conversion problem is involved. 
Since the parity exchange rate is by definition that which equates the 
price levels in two different countries, the application of the formulae 
to data expressed in. different currencies will give a measurement of the 
parity exchange rate, providing always that "i" extends over the, whole 
range of goods and services, including investment. In this case, the 
parity exchange rate E,„ for country K in terms of the currency units 
- 19/ of country 0 is equal to the inverse of the price ratio Pĵ »̂ 
I.e. (7) 
PRO 
®ok = ̂ ko 
These formulae merely state the number of currency units in the one 
coxmtry which have to be "exchanged" for currency units of the other 
country in order to make the cost of a representative market basket equal 
in the tv/o situations. Extending this one step further, if the parity 
exchange rate Eĵ ^ (which expresses the currency of country K in units 
of O's currency) is applied to the prices used in any of the formulae (1) 
to (6), and "i" extends over all items, the result must be tinity (or parity) 
for the equations. For example (using quantity weights chosen from the 
patterns of country 
I 
i = 1 • (9) 
i %0-Pio 
19/ As indicated elsewhere the sign "-" above a sjmibol signifies an average 
for all the commodities (or countries) concerned, 
20/ If weighting is from country K or frcaa any other country J, the 




or (if value weights from the same base country are used); 
i %o-Pio 
Pio^ 
•r = 1 (10) 
i ^o-Pio 
Should sane other exchange rate (not being the parity rate) be used, 
the results vdll not give unity, but will provide an index of prices 
applicable for that particular rate of ê cchange (a different exchange 
rate naturally providing a different index). The reciprocal of this 
index is the purchasing power equivalent for the two countries when 
using the given exchange rate. The result may alternatively be interpreted 
as the coefficient which should be applied to the given rate of exchange 
in order to obtain a parity exchange rate (since, in correcting the 
given rate, the index now becomes unity). Where the calculations do 
not eicfcend over the whole range of goods and services we obtain a price 
index for each group or sub groups, the reciprocal of which is the 
purchasing power equivalent for that group measured in accordance with 
the given rate of exchange, 
2, Multilateral comparisons 
As observed in the previous chapter, interspatial comparisons have 
in most cases been limited to a series of binary relationships - using 
first the v/eights of one country said then of another - thus endeavouring 
to avoid the selection of a common basket of goods and services which 
has appropriately assigned weights for each item. The consequence has 
generally been a confusing series of alternative solutions, some applicable 
to one situation and some only to another. In the study made by the High 
Authority of the European Coal and Steel Community,^ these were, for 
instance, no fewer than thirty results indicative of the binary relationships 
of six coal-producing areas, and forty-two results for the seven areas 
producing steel - over seventy solutions in all when six mutually -
21/ PP' AP.* /convertible solutions 
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convertible solutions would perhaps have been the ideal. In the work 
of the OEBC, a conmendable attempt was made to reduce the number of 
alternative answers b7 adopting average weights for European comtries 
vis-a-vis the United States; and while the formula used in their first 
study-"̂  allowed the United States weighting patterns to influence 
intra-jSuropean comparisons, this shortcoming was rectified in their later 
work.^ 
Compromise solutions have been attempted by some organizations, arrived 
at by geometrically crossing the results obtained first with one set of 
coxmtry v/eights and then the other. While this may be justifiable for 
calculations where a binary comparison is the main interest, it in no 
way solves the problem of intra-regional comparisons where as many as 
twenty countries are of equal interest. As the ILO states; "Despite 
the popularity of Fisher's formula for place-to-place comparison, it has 
no objectively verifiable claim except in its ability to satisfy the rather 
arbitrary factor-reversal and time-reversal (or price-reversal) tests",^^ 
The ILO rightly pointed out the limitations that apply for the formula 
of a compromise type when the adoption of alternative weights result in 
answers of the opposite sign (country A being higher than country B 
with one set of weights but lower than B with the other)'. 
Another compromise solution vdxich has often been advocated^^ is 
the chaining of countries in a way which utilizes the binary comparisons 
between each of them, or between groups of them (as when countries have been 
arranged in zones or blocks, and all countries within that block are 
compared xdth a ciommon country - the conmon country in turn being compared 
with a similar country in another block). This method was, however. 
22/ An International Canparison of National Products and the -Purchasing 
Pov;er of Currencies, op. cit, 
23/ Comparative National Products and Price Levels, op. cit., pp. 153-7. 
24/ The International Ccmpariison of Real Uages, International Labour 
Office (Geneva), 1956, p. 36. 
25/ e.g. by Everett E. Hagen of the fríassachusetts Institute of Technology 
- in his-Comiiient on-The-S-cope of Economic Activity in International 
Income Comparisons, (by I. B. Kravis). Studies in Income and Wealth, 




re;3ected by the Fourth International Conference of Statisticians held in 
Geneva ±n 1931; and there are no new reasons why it might be considered 
justifiable in the present study. 
A somewhat different approach based on a multilinear comparison of 
price levels amongst groups of countries was suggested by Dorothy Brady 
and Abner Hurwitz of the Bureau of Labor Statistics who reasoned that: 
"Just as in many problons of geometry the move from two to three or more 
dimensions reduces the number of indeterminate solutions, an increase in 
the scale of price comparisons might limit the number of answers to the 
same question"Basing their methodology on an approach advocated 
earlier by Smith and Jablon,^^ they advocated the estimation of comp^ative 
purchasing power by a series of successive approximations which, when 
applied to the exchange rate used in the preceding step would gradually 
achieve parity in the price relationships for the group of countries. 
The fundamental characteristic of their solution was the comparison of 
the national price of each item (converted at exchange rates which 
gradually approximated the parity rate) with the weighted average of all 
available prices for the same item in all countries in which it was 
consumed. The calcxilations appended to the article of Mrs, Brady and 
Hurwitz are not as convincing as the tejct of their study. Nevertheless, 
the method they advocate has much to recommend it, and merits more attention 
than it has so far received by research workers in this field. 
An alternative solution along rather similar lines was developed by 
R. C. Geary and included in a paper presented at the United Nations Seminar 
on National Income Statistics held at Rio de Janeiro in 1959,^ Geary's 
approach consisted in solving simultaneously a number of equations - one 
for each country - which realted the exchange rate to the price of each 
26/ Measuring Comparative Purchasing Power, Studies in Income and Wealth, 
Volume 20,.National,Bureau of Economic Research (Mew York), 1957. 
27/ Described in a master's thesis by John 0, Coleman: An Inquiry into the 
Problem of International Comparisons of Food Costs, The American 
University, June 1953. 
A Note on the Comparison of Exchange Rates and Purchasing Power between 
Countries; also Nuevo Método de compgiracjon del poder adquisitivo de 
IAS monedas de diversos países. Seminario de las Naciones Unidas sobre 
Cuentas Nacionales para América Latina, Rio de Janeiro, 11-26 de junio 




item as compared vd-th an "international" price - quantities consumed 
being introduced for weighting p u r p o s e s , T h e method was applied to 
the data collected by the High Authority of the European Coal and Steel 
C o m m u n i t y , ^ ^ d e:cchange. rates were calculated which reduced the number 
of solutions froin thirty to five (the sixth country, Germany, being used 
as the point of reference). The results of the calculation emphasiẑ ed 
the desirability that parity exchange rates be mutually convertible; but 
the question must be asked if the method used to combine national data 
and solve the set of simultaneous equations could be practibable for an 
area like Latin America where twenty or more individual countries are 
involved. It certainly seems that the magnitude of the undertaking 
would necessitate the use, not of ordinary machine tabulating methods 
adopted for the European comtries, but of electronic computers - which at 
the present time líDuld be impracticable and excessive in cost for most 
national or international organizations and certainly for ECLA. 
A first essential of any formula is, then, that it be practicable; 
and much though the approaches advocated by Mrs. Brady and Hurwitz or 
Geary have to recommend them, they cannot be considered if the amount 
of work involved is beyond the capabilities of the investigating agency. 
On the other hand one cannot accept a binary-type comparison if the results 
are unsatisfactory for the purpose of the investigation. The binary 
comparison is particularly objectionable if the two countries are measured 
relative to a third country in such a way that the price or quantity 
pattern of the third country affects the results. The problem is very 
similar , to that encountered for time-to-time indexes when the comparison 
29/ The basic equations were:^ 
\ = A Pik ̂ k ^ . n items) 
k % k 
• I C q. 
and Eĵ  = — - — ( k = a,b,c m countries.) 
i Pik%k 
(vjhere Ĉ  is the international price of conmodity i in a chosen currency; 
Ek is the nimiber of currency units of the chosen curr^cy equivalent to a 
unit of the national currency; and other symbols retain the significance 
to them in this chapter), 
¿2/ O E i ^ . /of two 
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of two periods, neither of which is the base period, may be seriously 
affected by structural changes which have taken place since the base 
period. The adoption of the "third country" weights may thus give an 
unrealistic importance to the various items which are priced. The use of 
European weights, or United States weights for comparing the prices of 
Brazil with, say, rO-gentina, would inevitably lead to inconsistences or 
abnormalities since the expenditure patterns of the countides in question 
are so divergent. Except for special objectives, third country weights 
should not therefore be introduced into the formula. 
The situation is different if the "third country" weights are 
averages for the countries being compared (as in the second of the OEEC 
studies relating to selected European countries),^^ Conceptually the 
use of average regional weights has much in its favour since it represents 
the consumption pattern viith the greatest similarity to, or the least 
variation from,the patterns of the individual countries. The approach 
is, above all, practical, while alternative approaches, or other weighting 
systems, may not be. For only a few countries in Latin America have adequate 
expenditixre surveys been conducted; cost-of-living indexes have in most 
cases a limited breakdown and apply only to a selected --art of the 
community; the country-detail of investment is confined to the broad 
aggregates for each type of investment which is specified separately in 
national accounts. For some countries (e.g. Uruguaj''), nothing exists which 
can be used with confidence for weighting purposes. The adoption of 
separate weights for each Latin American country is thus a virtual 
impossibility under present statistical conditions. On the other hand, 
if national accounts data are judiciously combined with the consumer 
expenditure or cost~of-living material available for each country, and 
if, where need be, certain assumptions are made that the distribution of 
ejqjenditure would be the same in one country as in a similar one 
("similar" referririg either to income level, or to climatic and other 
living conditions),it is possible to work out for Latin America a 
weighting -pattern which reflects the "average" expenditure for each item 
within the region as a whole. 




Finally, it must be noted that the adoption of ccHiimon regional 
weights gives results vfhich are logical, easily understood and, above all, 
usable for a study of this kind. The purchasing power eqiàvalents 
and the parity exchange rates are reduced to a mnijman number of 
solutions; and these are applicable in a convertible (or reversable) 
form for all countries vdthin the groiç), 
3. The computation of regional averages 
The adoption of regional averages - whether these be regional 
prices, regional quantities or regional values. - raises the question 
of how the averages should be computed. More specifically; "Should 
they be calculated in such a way that countries like Brazil and Argentina 
vrith the greatest population and the greatest economic resources dominate 
the results by virtue of the weights assigned to them, or should each 
country be considered of equal interest and of equal importance in the 
study?" The answer lies in the objectives of the study. If it were to be 
a comparison of Latin American p3rices with those in Europe or the United 
States, the larger countries should certainly influence the regional 
total directly in proportion to their population or to their economic 
resources.^^ For an intra-regional comparison of pr ices of piar cha sing 
power, the position is somewhat- di'fferent. As previously stated, the 
purchasing power of a nation's currency can be ê ĵressed as the amount 
of goods and services (or the amount of satisfaction) which a unit of 
currency v/ill buy. For one country compared with the next the comparative 
purchasing power is the amount which a person with a vinit of currency 
can buy in the first comtry relative to the amount bought by. a similar, . 
individual with a tinit of currency in the second country. Each individual 
..is of equal importance and our concept is a per capita rather than a 
total one. Accordingly, if "average quantities" are to be obtained for 
weighting purposes, Vdej naist be obtained in a manner consistent with this 
approach and must be the arithmetic average of the quantities which the 
representative individual can buy with the income available to him in 
As in compiling regional prices for Latin American exports, when the 
weights for each country are proportional to the importance (in terms 




each of the various countries. Similarly, the concept of "average 
values" must relate to the average spent by the representative individtal 
in each of the countries, and mil accordingly reflect the level of 
per capita income (but not of total income) in the countries concerned. 
Finally, the concept of an "average regional price" (though it will 
not be used by ECLA in the earlier stages of this investigation since 
it assumes the existence of exchange rates adequate for converting 
prices to cçnuiion denominator) shovild, for the pxarposes of inter-country 
comparisons, relate to the unweighted average of prices for the same 
cocraodity or service in all countries of the region - notwithstanding 
the contrary vievjpoint eiqsressed by other investigators (notably OEEC, 
The High Authority of the European Coal and Steel Conmunity, Geary, 
Brady and Hurwita, etc. who favoured the weighted average 
4. Conclusions 
Considering, then, the questions of practicability as well as 
theoretical desirability, the formxila most suitable for comparing 
price-levels within Latin America, for calculating purchasing power 
equivalents and for establishing parity rates of exchange is considered 
to be: 
"ok - ̂ ko - 2 p ^̂ ^̂  
i ̂ Lo* io 
where o is any country within Latin America; 
Õ is the average of all countries in Latin America; and 
other symbols maintain the significance that they have 
previously had in this study. 
33/ On the other hand James Tobin of Yale University, when «ommenting 
on the method advocated by Mrs, Brady and Hurwitz, drew attention 
to the danger that "a large country may so dominate the calcuiLation,. 
that the model gives a fixed-weight index with the large covintry's 
quantities as weights", (Problems in the International Compagison 
of Bconomic Accounts. National Bureau of Economic Research, Studies 
in Sicome and Wealth, Volume 20, p. 345). 
/The following 
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The following observations may be pertinent: 
(a) The formula compares the cost of a regional quantity basket 
( in any ¡given country K, indth that of some other country 
(o = a,b,c m countries). K or 0 may be any country lèthin 
the group and the -results are mutually convertible. The parity 
e:cchange rates Vihich emerge will therefore "give a unique set of 
relationships between all Latin American currrencies - the result 
which is aimed for. 
(b) The price denoted by p̂ ^̂  and p^^ is the market quotation for any 
item "i" in national currency - "i" being a final consumption or 
investment product for the countries concerned (i = 1,2,3 italic! 
(c) The quantity weight q̂ -̂ is the per capita consumption (in quantity 
units) of item "i" averaged for all countries of the region, 
-i ^ ^ = m countries) 
° (12) 
where N^ is the population of country o, and q^^P^Q is the total 
expenditure on item "i" in the same country being accordingly 
the per capita expenditure on item "i"). 
(d) The parity e:ichange rates (Ê ĵ  and can be calculated only if i 
extends over all goods and services. The parity rates then correspond 
to the purchasing power equivalents R̂ ĵ  and ̂ ^ of the cwrencies in 
countries Ò and K respectively. These in turn equal the reciprocal 
of the price relation for all items in the two countries concerned, 
V = = 
^o 
(e) As the basic formiola is expressed in aggregative form, the results may 
be obtained by sumaating sub-groups, groups and sectors. For each of 
these, an inter-country price ratio or a purchasing power equivalent 
can be couputed. A parity exchange rate cannot, however,' be computed 
at the group or sector level since, by definition, it applies only to 
the total expenditure transactions in a country, ^^^^ 
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(f) In the basic formula, prices are expressed in national currencies since 
this gives the most direct evaluation of purchasing power equivalents 
and.(in the case of total expenditure) the parity exchange rate. 
For some pvirposes, it may be desirable to introduce a prevailing 
exchange rate so-as to convert prices in the various currencies to a 
cornmon den orai taror» This does not affect the validity of the results, 
but merely changes the interpretation. The formula now becomes 
p, , , = ............(«) 
where E'ĵ  and E'̂  are the conversicai factors necessary to put 
prices of K and 0 in a ca.imon currency; 
R'JJQ is the purchasing power equivalent of K to 0 when 
. the exchange rates E'ĵ  and E'^ are applied; 
R'pĵ  is the pia:'chasing power equivalent of 0 to K using 
the same exchange rates;, and 
P'ĵ Q is the price ratio for countries 0-and K, again 
when the exchange rates E'ĵ  and E'̂^ are applied. 
This variation to the basic formxila does, not provide a direct 
evaluation of the parity exchange rate. However, since P'jĵ  measures 
the relative level of prices between the two comtries when exchange rates 
S'ĵ  and E'Q are employed, it represents the correction factor which must 
be applied in order to equate the selected and the parity exchange rates, 





• • • B. PROCEDURE ; 
Chapter I ...: 
• m DESIGN OF THE PROJECT 
1. "̂ he scope cf the encmlry 
For any st£>tistical investigation a first essential is the definition 
of the field to be covered and of the component sectors. To a large extent, 
the decision vdll depend on the objectives of the enquiry and the considera-
tions which are of greatest importance in the final analysis. 
In the classical cost of living enquiry, the initial question to be 
asked is (to quote Professor KraAds^ ) "What expenditure in situation A is 
necessary to yield an equivalent level of well-being in situation B?" 
"Well-being" has of course to be, defined. Should it, for instance, 
include access to culture, arts, recreation facilities, availability and 
efficiency of public or personal services, or should it be limited to 
those attributes which command a monetary value in the countries concerned? 
Should a person with an income which enables him to buy precisely the same 
goods and services in Venezuela as in Bolivia be treated as enjoying a 
similar level of well-being? On the one hand he might consider his well-
being affected by the altitude, in the other case the climate. The 
extent to which health factors, working conditions, housing availabilities, 
personal satisfaction or preferences have to be considered is an open 
question, the accepted practice being to take into accoxmt only those 
elements which have a monetary vÍLue or could be assigned one. 
3h/ The Scope of Economic Activity in. International Income Comparisons. 
National Bureau of Economic Research, Studies in Income and VJealth, 




In this study it was decided that only final products which can be 
bought and sold should be covered, including capital goods and durable 
consmer g o o d s T h i s means that cxirrent goods and services purchased 
by the Governments are included as -well as governmental investment, seeing 
that, in maintaining a health sercice or providing protection, education, 
administrative services, roads, bridges, public buildings, etc., the 
Government is acting on behalf of the individual inhabitant, financing 
the cost out of funds provided directly or indirectly by the people. 
The field of the enquiry thus covers the following items of national 
expenditure: 
(a) Goods and services purchased by individuals for final comsumption» 
(b) Goods and services pxirchased by Governments to provide collective 
services to the inhabitants. 
(c) Fixed investment of individuais. 
(d) Fixed investment of the Government, 
Changes in inventories are not included, because they do not reflect 
monetary transactions which actually take place, 
2. Preliminary investigations 
Because of the magnitude of the study and the large number of 
difficulties to be surmounted, a certain amovmt of experimental work Vas 
considered essential before finally deciding on the design of the investi-
gation and the detailed methodology which would be applied both in the 
determination of prices and of quantity weights as well as in the elaboration 
of results. To a large extent this decision was influenced by the lack of 
usable statistical material for nearly all aspects of eaqjenditure, and 
specially in the case of consumer durable equipment and investment goods. 
A pilot study ;iias accordingly conducted in 1958 for two countries - Brazil 
and Chile - so as to ascertain the types and models of investmait goods 
vihich i/ere available in both places and to establish a list of.durable goods 
3.5/ It may be observed that in accordance with accepted national accounting 
practices, final products must include goods consumed by the producer 




which could be considered representative of investment patterns in the 
region - information being gathered regarding technical specifications, 
conditions of sale and prices ex-factory, ex-rail, ex-port or at the point 
of distribution. Wo attempt was made to combine the price material into 
over-all totals or to establish inter-country relationships since the 
work was entirely of an ejgjloratoiy nature designed to ascertain the 
difficulties which would be encountered when the enquiry was extended to 
all parts of Latin America. 
For consumer goods, studies of retail price levels and the pattern 
of e:q>enditure in Chile had already provided ECLA with a certain amount 
of practical knowledge regarding the problems involved and the solutions 
which Plight be attempted. During 1959, experimental work was carried 
one step further in an unpublished study which was designed to afford an 
indication of the level of real wages in three countries - Panama, 
Venezuela and Colombia, The retail price material collected by national 
statistical offices, together with weighting patterns used for the 
cost-of-living indexes in each of the capital cities provided the main 
information upon which relative price levels for the year.1958 were 
based. At the same time, the material was co-ordinated with other data, 
taken mainly from the ILO Yearbook of Labour Statistics (for food) and 
from the United Nations Statistical Office investigations of retail price 
levels for international salary determination purposes^^ in order to 
obtain preliiidnary estimates of the parity exchange rates app3j.cable to the 
currencies of a number of Latin American countries. 
Profiting by the practical aspects of studies made other investi-
gators - notably Gilbert and Kravis of the OEEC^ - ECLA in I960 expanded 
its \irork into a more ambitious pro;iect which could eventually cover all 
Latin American republics and afford a link with countries or regions in 
other parts of the world where similar studies might be carried out» 
Statistical Papers. Series M N® 14, Add.l and Add.2 (United Nations 




3. The general plan 
Because of the difficulty of covering all coxmtries completely at 
one and the saiae tîiie, the investigation was divided into various stages. 
The first phase covered the capital cities of nine selected countries, 
including notably those where inflationary price movements could invalidate 
the analysis and conclusions if the period in which prices were collected 
was too distant froa that used for weighting purposes. This stage was 
completed during I960 and the results were presented at the ninth session 
of the Commission as doctfflient E/(1I.12/5Ô9. 
For the second stage, it was planned that the work would extend to 
the capital cities in the remaining Latin American countries and provide a 
first approximation of the price relationships and the purchasing power 
equivalents for all countries in the region. It was hoped that, at the 
same time, soiae indication could be obtained for similar relationships 
vis-a-vis the United States, Canada or scxae European country. The present 
document is the culmination of this vrark. 
A third stage (yet to be commenced) woiild provide for amplification 
of the study to include other cities or zones vdthin a country where 
different price patterns otight to be taken into account in order to make the 
data fully representative of the country as a whole. Work should also be 
completed for such sectors as governmental expenditure or investment where 
problems still remained after ccmpleting the first two stages. The 
combination of all tliree stages would then give reliable results for all 
countries throughout the region and at the same time provide a means for 
calculating sub-region^ and regional totals. The extension of the study 
to include dependent territories as well as the newly independent nations of 
Jamaica and Trinidad was, in view of. the interest expressed by various 
representatives, at the ninth session considered to be a desirable feature 
which could be incorporated without difficulty during any of the later 
stages of the work.^^ Greater difficulties appeared to present themselves 
38/ A certain amount of exploratory work has already been carried out in 




in relating the results to extra-regional territories in Surope, Africa 
or Asia because of the conceptual, methodological and practical problems 
involved as well as the limited resources at ECLA's disposal* 
In the same way the broadening of the study (envisaged in ECLA's 
resolution 197 (IX) so as to include relationship between price, wage and 
income levels, and an analysis of the causes vinderlying the difference in 
the price structure of each country, was, tihrough lack of resources, left 
pending. 
4. The selection of items 
Since practical considerations necessarily ruled out the possibility 
of obtaining prices for all items of expenditure in any country, the 
initial step in the practical work was the selection of those items which . 
were individually the most important and those which could be considered 
representative of important groups of items or "product-classes". A 
procedure such as this is universsilly adopted for inter-temporal price 
indexes - on the assumption that the. price movement over time for one item 
will tend to be the same as the price movement ovèr time for similar items, 
VJhile the same reasoning may not be true where inter-spatial price indexes 
are Qoncemed, there is nevertheless a marked positive correlation between 
the price levels of sii:iilar items in tvio or more locations even if these 
be in different countries. (For iiistance, if first-qualitj'' meat is x per 
c«it higher in city A than in city B, the probability is that' second-
quality ueat is also :: per cent higher.) 
The consumer price material available for some Latin American countries 
- notably Panaios., El Salvador," Peru, Ecuador and Chile - was found to provide 
a certain amount of infomation regarding the items which were important in 
a familj'' budget. Unfortunately, only one family expenditure survey (conducted 
by Colombia in 1952) was available in very great detail; while in most cases, 
only a few representative items in main groups wei^ specified. Certain 
expenditure categories - notably education, hotels and restaurants, -and to 
a large ejctent consumer durable goods - were omitted entirely from the 




an adequate expenditure breakdown within the framework of the available 
material, items used by the United States Bureau of Labor Statistics for 
its consumer price index and by the United Nations Statistical Office and 
the International Labour Office in their comparisons of international price 
levels were exaüãned. In addition, a certain amount of field work was also 
carried out to ensue that all aspects of consumer expenditure were fxilly 
covered. 
For investment, virtually nothing of a detailed nature was directly 
available from national statistics, other than information on imports of 
machinery and equipment. The work done by Gilbert and Kravis from the 
did, however, privide a useful list of machinery and equipment items which 
served to supplement the investigations ECLA had already carried out in 
Brazil and Chile. The main difficulty centered around construction, since 
investment in roads, buildings, etc., is influenced to a large extent by 
wage costs. Two approaches were therefore chosen - the pricing of individual 
materials used - cement, timber, etc.j and the pricing per square metre, 
or per vinit,- of the- finished construction (e.g. cost per square metre of 
paved reading). In the case of industrial machinery, problems were encountered 
because of the large amount of equipment imported directly by the user to 
meet a specific needj while a' sizable proportion of machinery entering a 
country in one year had no counterpart in the same country in other years, 
or in other countries in the same year. 
In general, however, it was found that, despite the different climatic 
conditions, the differing levels of income and the different stages of 
economic development in Latin American countries, it was possible to select 
a list of items which tíera adequately representative of consumer ê qsenditure 
and investment throughout Latin America. The number of important consumer 
goods whj.ch existed in some countries but not in all was limited in the 
main to tropical foodstuffs, to heavy winter clothing, to fuels (notably 
gas), and to certain forms of transportation. In general, ECLA experience 
thus suggested that the emphasis placed by theoreticians on the dis-
similarity in availabilities of consumption items was out of all proportion 
to the number of items or the' percentage of expenditure involved, Crly in 
3.̂ / An International Comparison of National Products and the Purchasing 
Power of Currencies, op. cit.. pp. 189-192. , 
E/CN,12/653 
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the case of industrial machinery was the problem at all a serious one. 
Even here, it must be noted that, outside of a narrow range of industries, 
capital requirements for Latin American countries are satisfied by-
imports rather than by local production, and statistics built up from 
the import side suggest an alternative approach -with comparable results 
even for those items which can be classified as only potentially available 
in a given country (duties, freight costs, handling charges, import mark-ups, 
etc. being in most phases relatively uniform as between different classes 
of machinery). 
The further observation may be made that in many respects the more 
countries included in the enquiry, the easier it was to locate similar 
items elsewhere and to make adjustment for quality differences (a third 
country often providing a link between two countries in which alternative 
qualities - or alternative products - e:;cisted). 
5. Classification by e:cpenditure groups 
A brief description of each commodity group used to subdivide consumei-
expenditure and investment into meaningful categories is given in the 
Technical Notes. In general, the classification adopted by ECIA followed 
the lines of the grouping most generally adopted in national income 
statistics, since these provided the framework for the weighting system 
used in this enquiry. The main groups and the number of items included 
in the price enquiry in each country were as follows: 
For consumption 
Food 110 
Beverages, tobacco 11 
Clothing and textiles 86 
Housing 69 
Transportation 25 
Personal care 35 
Recreation 33 











giving a total of 3&1 consumption and 113 investment items (many of the 
latter being subdivided so as to cover a range of sizes and designs 
A subdivision of the broad groups was made in accordance vdth the break-
down most commonly available from family expenditure surveys which 
provided the secondary source of material used in calculating weights. 
In the case of investment, machinery and equipment, it^ns were arranged 
as far as possible in accordance with the Standard International Trade 
Classification so that due advantage could be taken of information 
relating to imports into the various Latin Merican countries available 
in the trade publications. 
Within the Government sector, it was mfortunately not usually 
possible to distinguish the goods and services which represented the 
end-use of the funds concerned, since most accounts were arranged along 
other lines, for exacçile, "expenditure on defence" rather than "foods for 
troops, clothing, equipment, etc.". A further problem eidsted with education 
since governmental and private expenditure. were frequently inter-related.^i^ 
For this reason, no subdivision of governmental accounts (except 
into the broad sectors of public works¿. health, education, justice, etc.) 
was made» . . . . 
6. Specifications 
The problem of obtaining a specification sufficiently precise for 
each iteu of consumer goods to be identified accurately in each country 
was facilitated by the existence for Paiiama of á detailed set of such 
information for all items covered by its consumer price index» This 
material was supplemented for certain items with specifications elaborated 
40/ A certain number of items had later to be omitted from final calculfeicns 
because of insufficient or inadequate price information in certain 
countries. 
41/ While, generally speaking, private schools were financed by private 
individuals, and public (or governmental) schools by the Government, 
some expenditure by private individuals went towards the financing of 
public schools and some Government expenditure went to subsidize 
private schools. ^^^ 
E/CN. 12/653 
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for the International Laborar Office for the purpose of comparing pricss 
used for salary determination purposes; and although in many cases the 
items concerned were of higher quality than those envisaged for the Latin 
American enquiry, this was taken care of by suitably modifying the 
specifications in question. 
Since prices are to some extent dependent on the cost of packaging, 
and are not directly proportionate to size, a selection of the alternative 
sizes available was made so that the variety of the items represented that 
which was purchased a "typical" or representative family in each country. 
Thus, if coal was sold by the quintal or.by the ton (with a smaller unit 
price for larger quantities), the quintal was preferred on the grounds that 
it represented better the typical purchase. (Similar examples exist in the 
case of canned or bottled goods, pharmaceutical products, toilet articles 
and in general all commodities where the method of packaging is influential 
in determining prices.) In other cases (e.g. consumer durable goods), the 
concept of a "typical" or representatnve family was adopted as a guide to 
the quality or the size of the item which was included in the study. 
For investment goods, the sizes or models were specified to represent 
as far as possible those most commonly used in industry, cranmerce, agricul-
ture construction, etc, - though in view of the difficulty in obtaining 
precisely comparable information, a greater latitude was given to the 
pricing agent, on the assumption that the necessary adjustment could be 
made later to take account of differing points of technicaQ. detail as 
between countries. 
In the United States the voltme of purchases commonly made for certain 
consumer and investment goods differed substantially from that usual in 
Latin America. Accordingly different sizes were selected as typical for 
some items purchased in that country. Thus, for construction materials, in 
Latin America the quantities purchased for a single house were considered 
^propriate for pricing purposes, but in the case of the United States the 
uiát prices ííere based on the quantity of materials necessary for six houses. 
The prices in the United States and in the different countries of Latin . 
America were in this way considered to be more realistic once transport 
charges, handling, packaging, discounts and such other factors as might 




7» The pricing~level 
As already noted, the study has been designed to measure representative 
prices paid by the consumer or the investor in different countries. The 
level of prices for consumer goods is then, at the point of retail, inclusive 
of indirect taxes and net of subsidies which normally figure in the prices 
of the coxantri&s concerned, and after deducting all discounts which are 
made on a more-or-less general basis. (However, special discounts grar-ted 
to selected customers or in accordance with abnormal sale conditions, 
e.go for very large quantities, are ignored^) The concept thus relates to 
"market prices" rather than "factor cost" (which is the summation of the 
payments made to the various factors of jaroduction associated with producing 
and distributing the product). 
In the case of investment goods, a large variety of price-levels 
exist - notably factory to dealer, dealer to distributor, distributor 
to sub-distributor, distributor to retailer, distributor to final user, 
retailer to final user, etc. Those price levels envolving subsequent 
resale were ignored in view of the concept of "final" price adopted for 
this study - similarly, purchases of the selected item wliich would be 
incorporated in other manufactured equipment (eog. gasoline engines pxirchased 
by manufactiarers of pumps or concrete mixers). Retail prices were rejected 
on the groimds that these constituted a very small part of final transac-
tions - the bulk being purchases by producers (whether factory owner or 
farmer) directly from the local distributor of the item concerned. 
For investment in construction, the selection of the point at which 
pricing should take place was more problematic because of the alternative 
conditions under which work was -carried out. In some cases (as with small 
homes) the construction was effected on a "owier-builder" basis in 
accordance with vihich the owner purchased the materials and either did the 
work himself or employed workers to do it directly for him. In other cases, 
construction firms would finance the entire cost of the buildings and retain 
ownership. In the case of central and provincial governments, materials 
were frequently purchased directly hy the governmental agency concerned, 




work would be done on a contractual basis or (particularly in the case of 
housing) wotid be carried out specifically with the sale of the completed 
building in view. For both these alternatives, the logical item to be 
priced is the square metre of housing space, the kilometre of paved road, 
or the bridge of specified design» For the purposes of this study, ECLA 
therefore decided to use both approaches i.e. to obtain prices per unit of 
finished construction, and to obtain prices paid by constructors for materials 
used as well as the labour involved. 
In general, from three to five prices were considered desirable for 
each iteia in each city covered so as to avoid distortions due to xmrepre-
sentative quotations. It was accordingly planned that, whenever possible, 
these quotations shoxild be obtained in such a way that the income distributed 
within a city was adequately taken into account. The ECLA study in the case 
of consumer goods therefore aimed to select more prices from the working 
class ("obrertfO districts, and only about one-third from the shops 
patronized by the employee ("empleado") class. Higher-income groups were 
attributed a correspondingly smaller share of price qtjotations, except for 
such items as consumer durable goods, furniture, etc,, where the bulk of 
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Chapter H -
1. 
COELBCTI® AM) TABULATION OF DATA 
1, The collection of price material 
Two conflicting factors determined the lines which price collection 
took? (a) the need for local knowledge of shops, services, consuinér 
preferences, marketing conditions, etc., and (b) the need for ensuring 
comparability between all countries (along with the related problem of 
assessing adjustments which might have to be made tp the priçes of each 
item so as to take account of differences in tastes, customs, marketing 
conditions, etc»). 
Pricing agents familiar with local conditions were therefore appointed 
to collect prices in a specified month of the ye^r for each of the cities 
concerned. As indicated in the previous chapter, precise specifications 
were drawn up for eiach of the 463 goods and services selected to represent 
corsmer expenditure and 87 investment items in such a way that accurate 
identification of the item could normally be made in all countries. 
Instructions were formulated regarding the m y in >Aiich data were to be 
obtained, the type of shop or outlet to be covered, the quantity of the 
item to be priced, the treatment of cash discounts, and the variations in 
specifications which mi^t be permissible to meet local conditions 
The collection of prices was fo3J.owed up by a visit to iiie"countrji' by a 
numbér of ECLA's Statistical Research Section familiar with the xirork 
done elsev/here and able.to make on-the-spot decisions regarding problems 
which might have arisen. This procedure was deemed essential in order 
to cope with the many price-influencing factors which existed because 
of local conditions, mancr of them beiiig difficult to express in monetary 
terms. Certain items, such as housing, transportation and services could 
If.2/ For instance, the substitution of one type of furnitwe for another 




not> for instance, be specified with sufficient precision to ensure strict 
comparability as between countriesj and an element of subjective judge-
ment had therefore to be introduced in order to ensure that similar goods 
or services were being priced. In some cases technical advice vras sought 
either in the country concerned or upon return to ECLA headquarters when 
a carefiil appraisal of thé ma'teriál obtained for all countries coiild 
provide a. basis for assessing price differences which were due to qioality 
variation. 
The sequence of countries for the collection of prices was determined 
by three factors: 
(i) The ease or difficvilty with which data in any particular area 
cô lld be obtained; 
(ii) The need to cover at a date corresponding as closely as 
•possible to the weighting period (mid-1960) those countries 
where prices were subject to frequent changej and 
(iii) The desirability of obtaining price data at two different 
points of time one or two years apart in order to study the 
problem of keeping results up to date (especially in those 
countries subject to inilationaiy price movements not shared 
equally by all sectors of the econongr). 
The dates at which the statistical material was collected and-the 
cities covered by the enqiiiry are indicated in the Technical Notes. 
2, Adjustment for quality differences 
Three classes of items could be distinguished in the price material 
gathered in the various countries 
(a) Identical items 
These conformed precisely to the repaired specification in all 
countries. They referred for the most part to well-known brands or 
particular models.of merchandise which conformed to manufacturer's 
specification e.g. "Colgate toothpaste", "Kellog's corn flakes"; or 
¿2/ Adopting the terminology and the concepts referred to by Gilbert and 
Kravis in Empirical Problems to International Comparisons of National 
Product* International Association for Research in Income and Wealth: 




a "CaterpillarD8 Tractor"; etc. In other cavses, the identification was 
a conventional one since no qualitative or quantitative tests were 
practicable vdthin the framework of this stu(^, e.g. electricity,, fuel 
oil, postal, telegraph and most other services (including doctors, dentists, 
domestic servants, hairdressers, etc.). Within this class were a large 
number of other items - particularly food - which although not precisely 
identical in all countries, differed in a very minor degree or in some 
intangible aspect (e,g, flavour) so that adjustment for price difference, 
was impossible or unnecessary» In the same way, no account could be taken 
of variation in conditions under whidi goods were sold (e.g. the cleanliness 
of markets) even though consideralO-e differences existed as between 
countries, 
(b) Common items 
While these items varied in some respects between countries, price 
adjustments could be made to take aôcount of the points of difference 
Comparability was thus obtainable indirectly throughout the region. This 
applied particularly to durable goods, machinery and eguipment where the 
makes or models differed somewhat as between countries, but.not in a way 
which prevented an evaluation of the price element involved, (It might 
again be observed that if the difference for items in two countries was 
not measurable in monetáry terms (e.g. flavour) or if the variations 
involved no cost element - such as the cost of producing an "artistic" or 
an "unartistic" piece of furniture the items vrere treated as identical), 
(c) Unique items 
These existed in only one or a very few of the countries concerned. 
Examples were comnon in the investment giroup, since many items (e,g, paper 
making machinery) could be located only in the more industrialized countries, 
In scane cases, the item was one produced to satisfy local tastes or 
preferences - notably "maiz tupl" and "harina de mandioca" in Paraguay, 
"tortillas" in Mexico, In other cases its existence was determined, or 
influenced, by climatic conditions, e,g, mangoes, papaya and pacae in 
tropical countries; apricots, nectarines and chestnuts in the more 




plus heating (or air conditioning) for houses in the respective areas. 
Other examples could be found in the services groups - notably in the 
case of transportation where undergtound railv/aji-s ex3.sted in one cotintry, 
suburban trains, trolleys or ixsat-services in others. 
In practice, it was found that virtua3-ly no items of importance in 
any one coimtry x-rere »uni<^e" in an absolute sense. Most of the itons 
in question were "urdojie" only if groups of countries were compared 
(e.g. tropical and temperate zones). However, in most cases some count3:y 
could be found where equivalent itons suitable for substitution purposes 
in the different groups of countries existed (e,g, in Peru) where both 
tropical and temperate zones foodstuffs were available. As a general 
rule the extension of the survey to cover additional countries also 
simplified the problan of obtaining comparable items in the various 
cities. Thus, viiile in the tabulations made in I960 (published-in 
document E/CN,12/5Ô9) "tortillas" were unique to Mexico, in the 
subsequent stage of the work, they were found to be common to all 
countries in Central America (as well as to Mexico), In the sane vtay, 
a machineiy model available in a given country could more readily be 
located.elsewhere when there were twenty rather than ten countries in the 
enquiry. Even in the case of producers* equipment where a selected it^ 
(such as a weaving loom) was available for sale in one country only, a 
theoretical price could be built up with e:cactitude for remaining 
countries on the basis of infomation relating to the original cost, 
freight, insurance, taxes, handling charges and distributoras profits. 
Unique items inrtiich had no counterpart in any other country - e,g, the 
underground railway (metro) in Buenos Aires - were not of fundamental 
importance since they could be assimilated to items perfoming a similar 
function (e,g, trains or buses in the instance quoted), . The problems 
involved in dealing vdth unique products were therefore found in practice, 
to be very much exaggerated by theorists,,who have written on this subject. 
So far as common items and identical items are concerned, it was 
found that much depended on the degree of detail included in the 




foUcfwed instructions,. .Inhere the items "xirere adequately defined, identifica-
tion was as a rule simplified and the necessity for price adjustip.ents was 
eliminated. This wag particularly true for those items where price was 
not proportional to size, and each size had to be treated as a separate 
variety or quality of the. same item. In other cases, much depended on 
the interpretation of quality adopted by the enumerators (since vdiat was 
considered "good" in one. country wçiild sometimes be classed as "inferior" 
or "average" in another). However, the verification of price data by ECLA 
staff members familiar mth the data in other countries reduced the number 
of common products substantially and left fewer adjustments necessary for 
the achievement of.precise comparability. Only in the case of house 
rentals, furnitxire, certain machinery items, labour costs involved in 
construction and governmental services did argr serious doubts remain, 
once adjustments had been made for quality variation, 
3. Correction for seasonal influences 
The problem of seasonable price variation is one which can be solved 
only with an adequate knowledge of prices in all periods of the year. The 
comparison of a January price for tomatoes or pears in tvro countries may 
give a very unrealistic raLationship when it is the peak season for one 
country and the.off «season for another, ;Bven for coimtries in the same 
hemisphere (e,g, Paraguay and Argentina), the adoption of the.same month 
for the comparisons can lead to erroneous price relationships. To over-
come this problem, ECLA deemed it essential to obtain price data in all 
months for friiit, vegetables, and other products where seasonality vras 
important. Unfortunately the time and resources at ECIxA's disposal limited 
the collection of this material and a system of correction coefficients was 
therefore devised as an interim measure which could put all prices on a 
comparable basis. For calculating these coefficients, information avail-
able monthly from national statistical offices wg,s exsmined in order to 
provide, for various zones throughout the region, an index for each product, 
which would relate the levoL of prices in each month of the year to the 




abundance (or at the lowest price). The coefficients vxere then applied 
to the faniit and vegetatiLes prices collected for each country in order to 
convert them all to a coinraçn (and hence comparable) basis. This device 
has a disadvantage in that, since the common benchmark is the month xíhen 
prices are lowest, it takes no account of the spread of prices during the 
year. However, in those countries where a marked price range is evident 
it will usvially be fotind that the bulk of the sales for the product 
covered occurs in a limited period of not more than three months, of which 
the month with the lowest price is normally the central point. The technique 
adopted was accordingly considered superior to any other available to SCLA 
at the present stage of this ©aquiry, 
4, T^e calculation of wei^ts 
In accordance with the approach adopted, the use of a regional basket 
of goods and services involved a weighting system which evaluated correctly 
the relative importance of each item, liJhen value weighting is used - as 
in time-to~time indexes of prices within a countary - the problem is 
simplified since the percentage of total expenditure allocated to each 
item fuimshes an acceptable estimate of its relative importance. With 
the system of quantity weighting chosen in this stuc^, the situation was 
complicated by the fact that data î ere often expressed in different imits 
of measurement; and even if the saiae unit was used, conversion .could not 
be made directly from one item iirfco equivalents of another (e.g. kilogratranes 
of pears into kilogrammes of apples). Conceptually, however, the principle 
of weighting proportional to the importance of items v/xthm the expenditure 
pattern still holds truej and the practical \íork for the study resolved itself 
into an evalviation iñ quantity terms of each item consumed by the typical 
individual or family. 
For the present investigation, the estimation of quantity weights xiras 
accordingly carried out in three stages: 
1, An evaluation of the personal or governmental eî iendibure for each 
it.€sm in each country vfas made on the basis of national accoxints 





2, The prices already collected in each countzy v;ere divided into 
the correspoiKiing value expenditiire data in order to provide 
quantity figtires for each item in each country, 
3. The quantity figures for each item vrere summated regionally 
in order to provide averages of the quantities consumed in 
the region» 
The following points may be noted: 
(a)'For no Latin Merican country was it possible to obtain values of 
personal èxpenditure broken down in the detail required for a study' of this 
kind, ,National accounts statistics provided the basic figures for broad 
groups, e»g, food, clothing, industrial machinery and equipment construction, 
governmental expenditure, etc. In the case of consumer non-durable goods 
a sub-division of the values concerned had then to be made on the basis of 
family living enquiries váiere these existedj and for the consmer durable 
goods, machinery vehicles and other equipnient on the basis of trade or 
production data. For private construction, information was obtained from 
architects and builders regarding the relative importance of the component • 
materials as well as labour, while government accounts were used for the 
government sector. When national statistics were not sufficiently, detailed 
to provide such fine discrimination as was required for this study, the 
sub-division was based on the expenditure pattern of a siniilar country,, 
(b) If a price was not available or was considered defective, a price 
based on that of some similar commodity was used. In a limited number of 
cases, the relationship of prices for two ccanmodities in a similar countiy 
was used to make a price estimate, l/ifhere no suitable method of estimation 
was available, the value of the item was imputed to a similar item in order 
to maintain the correct importance of the group or sub-group. In no case 
were items omitted entirely from the weighting pattern if they were 
entered into the esqjenditure pattern of the country concerned, 
(c) The imputation implicit in the selection and evaluation of 
representative itoas signified a certain amount of artificiality in the 
quantity weights, A consumption figure of 10 kg of lamb might for instance 
repreisent 9 kg of lamb actually consumed and 1 kg to cover, by imputation, 
/the consumption 
E/CN.12/653 
Page 1301 • 
the consumption of goat meat for whiph no price was separately collected. 
Imputation of q\iantities is, however, essential in the weighting structure 
if the price of one itan is to be considered representative of similar 
items - lAiich is the Uffithod universally adopted in the construction of 
price indexes* 
(d) Since the value of comumption for each item related to per capita 
expenditure, the quantity figures were likewise on a per' capita basis. The 
stimmation and averaging of the qimtitiee therefore provided data which 
represent the average of the amounts consumed per person in each of thè 
countries covered by the enquiry* 
(e) Since price figures have now been collected in thé capital cities 
in all parts of the region, (estcepting Cuba) the wei^ts refer to thfe. ' 
expenditure pattern of all nineteen countries coyered by this enquiry. The 
pattern of United States esqienditure has not been taken into account as -
this was not considered compatible with the main objectives of the study, 
5, Calculation of the results 
The fomula chosen involves the application of prices in eaçh country 
to a common basket of goods and services. Applying' this approach, the 
ECLA calculations provided for eadi itm in each country a valuation 
expressed in the currency of the country covered, Summating items in 
each country, totals for groups and sub-groups of ejiqjenditure were obtained, 
1/ihen each of th^se was related to a corresponding group or sub-group in 
another country^ a purchasing povrer equivalent was derived for that group 
or sub-group (the "purchasing power equivalent" shô d.ng the number of units 
of currency in each country which buy equal amounts of the commodities or 
services in question). The aggregate of all groups provided the over-all 
purchasing power equivalent for each countiyts currency vis-^-vis that of 
another. This by definition equals the parity exchange rate applicable to 
the currencies of the countries concerned. 
Alternative calculations were also made in order to provide results 
in conformity vdth the prevailing exchange rates. This in theory involved 




in order to place all data on the basis of a common monetary denominator» 
In practice, however, thia was unneceaoary since the same results could be 
obtained moire simply hy relating the exchange rates to the totals or 
sub-totals >Mch had been deterained in accordance vdth the preceding 
paragraph. In this way> a series of price relatives e:}̂ ressed in accordance 
vdth prevailing exchange rates were obtained. 
The expression "of price relatives signified the adoption of some 
country or countries as a reference point* Because of the methodology 
used, any coxintry within the group cotold serve as such a point. Nevertheless, 
for reasons of space^ tabulations could not be presented according to all 
the alternatives. It was accordin^y considered desirable to choose a 
single country as a reference point - the choice being influenced maiply 
ty questions of representativity, monetary stability, price structure^ 
income level and the pattern of expenditure for both consumption and 
investment. In accordance with these criteria, Mexico x̂ras chosen as the 
principal point of reference, 
The adoption of a particular country as the reference point has, of 
course, the disadvantage that not only is its general price level placed 
at 100 but so is the level for eadi individual product-class or group. It 
is thus not possible to Judge the level of prices for a group of items in 
that country vis-a-yls other groups for the same coxmtiy. In the same way, 
if prices in the reference couintry for the items concerned are low, the price 
relatives for other countries appear relatively high (and vice versa). To 
avoid these shortcomings, an additional set of price relatives v;ere 
calculated with the average for all Latin American ooiintries jxLaced at 100. 
In this v/ay, not only can an indication be obtained for each country* s 
prices vi8»4-vi3 other countries tnit also a valuation of price levels for 
each group of items or product class vis-^yis other groups aixl product-
classes for the country of reference. The question mày be raised why the 
United States was not selected as the comparison basis so that all price 
relatives and purchasing power Equivalents"- could be expressed in terms of 
the tJhited States dollar. This, however, could not be justifî ed statistically 




provide an "average" or a representative United States price for each 
commodityj in the second place, the quality of many items consumed in the 
less-industrialized countries of Latin America is often too much at 
variance with United States qualities to pemit direct comparability; 
and thirdly, the pattern of expenditure in the United States is so different 
from that prevailing in certain parts of Latin America that a satisfactory 
basis for a weighting system is difficult to establish» 
6, Ad.1ustiiient for time differences 
As mentioned earlier, for practical reaeciis not all prices wera 
collected in the s^e month or even in the same year. For countries váiesre 
pri.ce conditions were stable, this created no serious problem. On, the 
other hand, for those countries with rapidly changing price levels, a 
difference of a few months could in extrone cases affect the results 
as much as 10 or 15 per cent. It was accordingly decided that the data 
would be presented with alternative benchraark periods June I960 and 
June 1962 - and that the data would be adjusted as far as possible to 
confonn to these dates. 
For the adjustments, national price indexes were examined in order 
to ascertain the changes which had taken place between the benchmark periods 
and the time when ECLA. had collected the price data. In seme cases, only 
general indicators of the over-all consumer price level vrera available. 
However, coéfficients weare established for as many expenditure groups or 
sub-groups as was possible for each country and viere applied to the results 
obtained in accordance with the ECLA enquiry, (Thus, if in country A the 
prices of cereals had risen 2,4 per cent between June I960 and the month 
in Tfrfiich ECLA«s enquiry was corxiucted, ECLA»s initial results vrere reduced 
by the corresponding percentages in order to arrive at a figure for that 
sub-group in June I960,) 
In the case of investment goods no indexes measuring the levels of 
final prices were avai.lable for adjustment pvq̂ poses. To overcome this 
disadvantage, indexes of wholesale prices of building materials were used 
for correcting the figures relating to construction; whiJLe for machinery 




of exchange rates and the changesj, if argr, in original cost, customs 
tariffs, insurance and other charges (on the grounds that in most Latin 
American countries heavy equijment is generally imported and its price is 
influenced almost entirely by the level of factory prices, freight rates 
and the various taxes payable on, or prior to, its arrival in the country 
concerned)» Since the most important variable ig the rate of exchange 
applicable to imports of the equipment concemed,^'^ it was found that 
a correction for this element took care of most of the price changes in 
the periods concerned. Slightly different procedures were necessary for 
Argentina, Mexico and Brazil, where a greater proportion of the equipment 
was hom,e-produced - the solution adopted by ECLA being a combination of 
(a) adjustments attributable to exchange rates, customs duties etc.; 
and (b) adjusianents reflecting changes in the internal price structure 
of the country. 
It should at the same time be noted that for these three countries 
(likexdse for Chile, Paraguay and Uruguay) price infoimation had been 
collected in both I960 and 1962 and the adjustments to correct short-term 
price changes for investment goods were not of any significant magnitudeo 
Customs taxes on an ad valorem basis, for e:cample, normally vary 
in direct relationship to the exchange rate - likevdse distributors' 





• III, THE RESULIS OF -THE IÍIVESTIGATION 
CHAPTER I 
IWE GENÍEAL PRICE LEVEL 
1. PARITY EXCHANGE RATES 
The parity exchange rate is by definition that which equates the over-
all price levels for the countries concerned alternatively, the rate which, 
when applied to the currencies of the various countries, equates the over-all 
purchasing power of those currencies. In accordance with the methodology 
adopted by ECLA. and described in previous chapters, this has been arrived at 
by ccanparing the cost of a given basket of goods and services in each country 
the cost in one country relative to another providing the desired parity rate. 
As • nineteen Latin American countries are involved in the ccmparison,^'^ 
eighteen amtually convertible rates emerge, - the currency of the nineteenth 
country serving ás a point of reference. Since any one of the countries may 
be the reference point, a network of inter-related exchange rates can be 
obtained. 
For reasons given earlier, Mexico was chosen as the countiTr which would 
serve best for comparison purposes. The parity exchange rates calculated bv 
ECLA are therefore presented, in the first instance, in terms of the Mexican 
peso - the following table showing the number of currency units in each 
country equivalent in purchasing power to one Jfexican peso. 
It will be seen that in I960, 6,10 Argentine pesos had the same 
purchasing power in íĵ gentina as 14,06 cruzeiros in Brazil, ,109 escudos in 
Chile, 1,34 sucres in Ecuador, S,9S guaranis in Paraguay, ,110 balboas in 
Panama and so forth - all being equal in purchasing power to one Mexican peso 
in the country of reference. 





PARIIY EXCHANGE RATES IN LATIN AIERICA: I96O AM) 1962 
(Uriits of domestic cunrency equivalent to one Mexican peso) 
Gountiy and Currency June i960 
June 





Argentina : peso 6,10 9.57 Guatemala : quetzal ,112 ,110 
Bolivia : peso .878 .999 Hai-ti « gourde ,462 .465 
Brazil : cruzeiro 14a 29.1 Honduras • lempira .235 ,237 
Chile : escudo .109 .128 Nicaragua : cordoba ,779 .791 
Colombia : peso .578 .641 Panama • • balboa ,110 .110 
Costa Rica: colon ,602 .650 Paraguay Í guarani 8,98 10.87 
Dominican 
Republic : peso .120 ,128 Perv. • • sol 1,98 2,14 
Ecuador : sucre 1.34 1.45 Uruguay • * peso ,790 1,044 
El Salvacior: colon .254 .254 Venezuela • • bolivar ,565 .571 
It will be observed from the table that for many countries changes 
in domestic price Ifvels had created a new parity situation for 1962, Tihero 
as, for instance, in June I960, 6.10 Argentine pesos bought as much as one 
Mexican peso, by June 1962, the resident of Argentine had to spend 9#57 pesos 
to obtain the quantity of goods and services that one peso would buy in Mexico» 
Similarly, in the case of Brazil, 29.1 cruzeiros were required in June 1962 to 
buy what 14.1 cruzeiipos had bought two years previously. Other notable changes 
will be observed for Umiguay, Paraguay and to a lesser extent Bolivia, Chile, 
Colombia, Costa Rica, Ecuador and Peru. On the other hand, for most countries 
of Central America and the Caribbean, the situation showed little change in the 
two years concerned, 
Within limitations, the relationship of the parity exchange rates for 
1960 and 1962 provide a means of estimating an index of prices for the years 
concerned. Care should however be ejcercised in interproting the results,. In 




all aspects of expenditure, including investment as well as ccaisumer goods (to 
which national cost of living or consumer price indexes normally refer). While 
.for some countries (Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Paraguay and Uruguay) the parity 
rates for I960 and 1962 were arrived at in accordance with indepenlent price 
collections for all items in the two years, for other countries use was made 
of consumsr price indexes, wholesale price indexes of building materials and 
specially ccanputed indexes for prices of imported equipment in order to arrive 
at either the I960 or the 1962 figure. The results should therefore not be 
interpreted as an independent measxire of price change except for the five 
countries mentioned above. Finally, it should be pointed out that for some 
expenditure sectors a certain amount of price change during the period under 
review occurred in Mexico, which was used as base for Table 1 - seme prices 
rising and others (e.g. food and construction materials) falling. National 
price indexes derived from the data shown in Table 1 can therefore be affected 
by the weighting accorded to each item or group of items, and by the pattern cf 
prices in Mexico, 
An alternative arrangement of the same data is presented in Table 2 - the 
reference point this time being Panama, a country in which prices were notably 
stable during the 1960-1962 period. 
Since the national currency in Panama, the balboa, is nominally at par 
with the United States dollar, the figures in Table 2 are more readily inter-
preted, Thus, while according to prevailing exchange rates, the dollar (and 
hence the balboa) was equivalent to 82,8 Argentine pesos in June I960, accord-
ing to ECLA calculations only 55,8 Argentine pesos at that time were necessary 
to buy the amount of gocxis and services which one balboa would buy in Panama, 
On the other hand, in June 1962 while one balboa was worth 135.0 Argentine 
pesos according to free market rates of exchange, the parity rate was 87.2, 
In the same way for Brazil in June I960 the balboa equalled 187 cruzeiros 
according to the free market rate of exchange but only 129 cruzeiros according 





PARITY EXCHANGE. RATES: JUNE I960 AND JUNE 1962 
(Units of dcanestic currency equivalent to one Panamanian balboa) 
Country and Currency JUNE I960 
June 
1962 Country and Currency 
June June 
I960 1962 
Argentina : peso 55.8 87.2 Guatemala quetzal 1.02 1,00 
Bolivia • • peso 8o04 9.11 Haiti • • gourde 4.24 4.25 
Brazil • • cruzeiro 129 265 Honduras : lempira 2.16 2,16 
Chile : escudo 1.00 1.16 Nicaragua • • cord<±>a 7.14 7,21 
Colombia : peso 5.30 5o84 Mexico : peso 9.U 9.14 
C<»ta Rica i colon 5.52 5.93 Paragiiay • • guarani 81.3 99.1 
Dominican 
Republic i peso lao 1.16 Peani : sol 18,1 19.5 
Ecuador s sucre 12.32 13.23 Uruguay • • peso 7.24 9.52 
Él Salvador: colon 2.33 2.31 Venezuela * • bolivar 5.18 5,21 
Since the full network of parity rates and prevailing exchange rates may 
be of interest, these are presented in Tables for pairs of countries in each 
of the two periods covered by this study, A geographical arrangenent has been 
made to keep together in Tables 3 and 4 those countries in South America on 
the one hand, and those in Central America and the Caribbean on the other. In 
T^les 5 and 6 are shown the exchange rates which apply when currencies of 
South American countries are related to currencies for countries in the Central 
American and Caribbean area. 
Data for British Guiana which had been collected for most items were also 
tabulated, and the parity rates of exchange for this country are included in 
the Tables, 
It will be observed that in June I960, for a block of countries compris.'x̂  
the greater part of South America, the free market and the parity rates were not 




Tables: 3a - 3b 
4a - 4b 
5a - 5b 
6a - 6b 
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Table ̂  a 
PARITYjPREE KARKET AMD COHTHOLLBD RATES QT EMKAÍKIB MTñ'M SOUTO «OTICÁ 
(a) JONE i960 
(tftil-ta of ether ourrOTcles oquivalwt "to one m^t of fee domestic ouwtnoy) 
^v,Currenaiy Cr.$ $ E» S/- as. S/o $ Be, 
Argen- Boli- Brazll Colom* Chile Eeua- fera- Peru Oiii- Vene-
Rate ^v.. tina via M a dor guay guay zuela 
ABSSSTINA 
Uhlts equivalent to one Atsentine peso N ) 
Free market X 2 . 2 f i ,0^23 ¿0127 . 2 1 8 1.1+7 .331 .138 .o4o4 
P A R I T Y X 2.31 .0189 . 2 2 1 1.47 . 3 2 5 . 1 3 0 . 0 9 2 7 
BOLIVU 
Units equivalent to tm^ Bolivian4»eso (¿b) 
Free market 6.97 X 15.8 .57"* .088^ 1.52 10.27 2 , 3 1 . 9 6 2 . 2 8 2 
Parity 6.95 X 16.0 .659 .1250 1.53 1 0 . 2 3 2 . 2 6 . 9 0 1 .644 
BRAZIL 
Uhlts ec|ulvalent to one Cruzeiro (Cr.$) 
Free market X . 0 3 6 T F , 0 0 5 6 , 0 9 6 ! » . 6 5 1 1.46 . 0 6 1 0 . 0 1 7 0 
ferity .062U X . 0 ^ 1 2 . 0 0 7 8 . 0 9 5 7 . 6 3 9 1 . 1 + 1 . 0 5 6 2 . 0 4 0 2 
COLCMBIA 
Units equivalent to one ColombSlan peso ($) 
Controlled 1.77 2 8 . 0 X . 1 5 7 2 . 2 6 2 / 18 . 2 4 . 1 0 1.71 . 5 0 0 
Free market 1 2 . 1 2 7 . 5 X . 1 5 " + 2 . 6 5 2 / 1 7 . 9 4 . 0 2 1 . 6 8 . 4 9 1 
Pàri-ly 10,5 1.52 2*̂ .3 X . 1 8 9 2 . 3 3 1 5 . 5 3 . 4 2 1 . 3 7 .977 
C H I T E 
Units eauival®it to one Escudo (E®) 
Free market 78.9 1 1 . 3 1 1 7 8 6.50 X 17.2 116 2 6 . 1 1 0 , 8 8 3 . 1 9 
ferily 55.7 8 . 0 2 1 2 8 5.29 X 1 2 . 3 82 18.1 7 . 2 2 5 . 1 6 
ECUADOR 
Units equivalent to ôna Suera (S/-) 
Controlled .78'̂  12.1+ ,0693 X 8.05 1,81 ,221 
Free raartcet .658 lo.u .0581 X 6 , 7 6 1 . 5 2 . 6 3 3 . 1 8 6 
Parity .652 10,1+ ,1130 .0811+ X 6,68 1.47 .587 . 4 2 0 
PARAGUAY 
Units ecuivalent to one Guarani (Gs.) 
Free market .679 .037»̂  1 . 5 1 + . 0 5 5 9 . 0 0 8 6 .LLÍ8 X . 2 2 5 . 0 9 3 7 . 0 2 7 5 
Parity .«79 .0917 1 . 5 6 . 0 6 4 4 . 0 1 2 2 .11+9 X .220 .0880 . 0 6 2 9 
Í E K U 
Units equivalent to one Sol (S/o) 
Free market 3 . 0 2 6.82 ,248 , 0383 .658 1+.1+5 X .416 .122 
PW«lty 3.08 M3 7 . 1 0 . 2 9 2 . 0 5 5 3 . 6 3 0 4 . 5 1 + X . 3 9 9 . 2 3 6 
URUGUAY 
Units eauivalent to one Unwiuaj^ t̂ coo 
Free market 7 . 2 5 1 6 . 1 + .597 . 0 9 1 9 1 . 5 8 10.7 2 . 4 O X . 2 9 3 
ferity 7.71 1.11 17.8 .732 .1385 1.70 1 1 . 1 + 2 . 5 0 X . 7 1 5 
VENEZUEU 
Units equivalent to one Bolivar (Bs.) 
Free market 3.55 5 5 . 9 2 . 0 I + . 3 1 3 5 . 3 9 3 6 . 1 + 8 . 1 9 3.41 X 
ferity 10.8 1.55 2 I + . 9 1 . 0 2 . 1 9 1 + 2 . 3 8 15.9 3 . 5 0 1 . 4 0 X 
1/ Por oountrles where tiio or more rates ejdsted, free rates were related to the free rates in ether countries; 




Table S _b 
PARITY, PHEE MARKET Af!D COHTROLLSD R;.T2C OF E:CH.J:GE OTKBl SOOTH AI-IERICA 
(b) JÜ1IE 1962 







Cr.i ¿ E* S/-













Uhlts equivalent to one Argentine peso (14N) 
Free market X .088 2.66 ,oé47 .0121 .170 .93" .199 .061 .0336 
P&nty z .idv 3 . O 4 . 0 6 7 0 . 0 1 3 3 . 1 5 2 1.14- . 2 2 3 .108 .0597 
BOLIVIA • 
Units equivalent to one Bolivian peso.fâB) 
.924 Free market 1 1 . 3 6 X 30.3 .736 .137 1.93 1 0 . 6 2 . 2 6 .382 
P&jity 9.58 X 29.1 .642 .128 1.45 10.9̂  2.14 1,044 .572 
BRAZIL 
Units eqvilvalent to one Cruzeiro {Cr.$) 
Free max4cet ..376 . 0 3 3 0 X .0243 .0045 .0638 .350 .0746 .0305 .0125 
ftirlty .329 .031̂ 3 X .0220 .0044 ,0498 .373 .0734 .0359 . 0 1 9 Ô 
COLOMBU 
Units equivalent to one Colombiaapeso.ii) 
.5002/ Controlled 20 .2 1.77 53.7 X .1572^ 2.71^. 18.8 4.00 1.64 
Free market 15.4 1 . 3 6 41.1 X .186^ 2.622/ 14.4 3'07 1 . 2 6 .519^ 
Pirily 1.56 45.4 X . 1 9 9 2 . 2 6 17.0 3.33 1 . 6 3 .891 
CHILE 
Iftiits equivalent to one Escudo (E®) 
3 . 1 9 2 / Controlled 128.6 1 1 . 3 1 342 6.382/ X 17.3^ 1 2 0 2 5 . 5 10.4Ó 
Free market 82.8 7.29 221 5.362/ X 14.1^ 77 1 6 . 4 6.74 2.79â/ 
ftirlty 75.0 7.83 228 5.02 X 11.4 85 1 6 , 8 8.18 4.48 
ECUADOR 
tteits equivalent to one Sucre (S/-) 
Controlled 7M .653 19.8 .368^^ ,0577^ X 6.93 1.47 .éo4 .184^ 
Free market 5.89 .518 15.7 .381â^ .0713^ X 5.50 1 . 1 7 .479 .198^/ 
ftj-lty 6.59 .688 20.1 .442 .0880 X 7.49 1.47 . 7 2 0 .394 
PARAGUAY 
Units equivalent to one Guarani (Gs.) 
Free market 1 . 0 7 .0943 2 . 8 5 .0694 ,0129 .182 X . 2 1 3 .0871 . 0 3 6 0 
Parity .88 .0919 2.68 .0590 .0117 .133 X .197 . 0 9 6 0 .0525 
ffiRU 
Units equivalent to one Sol (s/o) 
Free market 5.0U .443 13.4 .326 .0008 .855 4 . 7 0 X .410 .169 
Parity 1+.48 .467 13.6 .300 .0597 .679 5.09 X .489 . 2 6 7 
URUGUAY 
Units equivalent to one Urugî ayan peso («) 
Free market 1 2 . 3 0 1.082 32.7 .796 .148 2 . 0 9 11.48 2.44 X .414 
l^ity 9.16 .956 2 7 . 9 .6l4 . 1 2 2 1 . 3 9 10.41 2 . 0 5 X .547 
VENEZUELA 
tftilts equivalent to one Bolivar (Bs.) 
Controlled 40.3 3.55 1 Õ 7 . 3 2 . 0 0 2 / . 3 1 3 S / 5.1+3̂ / 37.6 8.00 3.28 X 
Free market 2?.7 2 . 6 2 79.1 1.93^' ,359s/ 5»05S/ 27*8 5.92 2.42 X 
Parity 16.8 1.75 5 1 . 0 1 . 1 2 . 2 2 3 2.54 1 9 . 0 3.74 1.83 X 
¡J Por countries lAere ttm or more rates existed, free rates were related to the free rates in other oo-^tries; 





PARrry,PREE MARKET /J® COHTROLLED RATES OP EXCHASÍGE WITIHH 0E1ÍTRAL AMERICA 
(a) JWJE i960 
{Units of other currencies equivalent to one unit of the domestic currency) 
AND TIÍE CARIBBSAN 
Currency f, /Í Q G I. $ 
Rate Costa - El Sal- Guate- Haiti Hondu- Hexico Klca-
Rloa vador mala ras ragua 
B/- RD$ 
Pana- Domlrri-



















tftilts equivalent to one Costa Rlcan colon 
.176 .882 .353 2,20 l,zW 
. 1 5 0 . 7 5 2 . 3 0 1 1 . 8 8 1 . 1 0 ^ 
. 1 8 6 . 7 6 7 . 3 9 1 1 . 6 6 1 , 2 9 
SI SALVADOR 
tftilts equivalent to one Salvadoitm eolon 
X 
X 
2 . 5 0 
2 . 2 7 
.Uoo 2.00 .800 5,0) 
, I A O 1 . 8 2 3 . 9 3 
GUATSIAU 
Units equivalent to one Quetzal (a) 
X 5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 
X I F . 1 3 2 . 1 0 8 . 3 ^ 
ajTi 
Units eouivalent to one Gourde (o) 
2.?2 










. 1 7 6 






. 3 0 2 
. 2 5 7 
.246 
.583 
1 . 7 1 
1.33 
Free market 1.33 .500 . 2 0 0 X . 4 0 0 2 . 5 0 1.46 .200 . 2 0 0 .342 
ferity 1 . 3 0 .551 .242 X .309 2 . 1 6 1 . 6 9 . 2 3 6 . 2 6 0 . 3 2 1 
HOlíDURAS 
Units equivalent to one Lempira (L) 
Free market 3.32 1 . 2 5 .500 2 . 5 0 X 6 . 2 4 3.65 .500 . 5 0 0 .855 
Iferity 2.5é 1.08 .475 1.96 X 4.25 3.31 .464 . 5 1 0 . 6 3 0 
MEXICO 
Units equivalent to one Mexican peso ($) 
Free market .532 . 2 0 0 .080 ,4oo , 1 6 0 X .584 .080 .080 .137 
T&rlty . 6 0 2 .254 .112 .462 ,235 X .779 .110 .120 .148 
NICARAGUA 
.8042/ 
Units equivalent to one Cordoba (C$) 
Controlled .354 .142 .709 .284 1.77 X .142 ,142 .242 
Free market .913^ .342 .137 .685 .274 1.71 X .137 .137 .234 
iknty .773 .327 . 1 4 4 .593 .302 1 . 2 8 X .140 .154 . 1 9 0 
PANAMA 
Units equivalent to one Balboa (B/-) 
Free market 6 . 6 5 2 . 5 0 1 . 0 0 5 . 0 0 2 . 0 0 1 2 , 4 9 7 . 3 0 X 1,00 1.71 
ferity 5.52 2.33 1.02 4,23 2.16 9.14 7.14 X 1.10 1.36 
DCMlNIC/iN REPUBLIC 
Units equivalent to one Dominican peso ( R D $ ) 
Free market 6 . 6 5 2.50 1 . 0 0 0 5 , 0 0 2 , 0 0 1 2 . 4 9 7.30 1.000 X 1.71 
ferity 5.01 2.12 .932 3.85 1.96 8.32 6.49 . 9 0 9 X 1.24 
BRITISH GUIANA ^ 
Units equivalent to one dollar (BWI$) 
Troo market 3.89 1.46 .585 2 . 9 2 1,17 7.30 4,27 .565 .585 X 
Parity 4 . 0 6 1.72 .754 3.11 1.58 6.74 5.25 .736 .810 X 
a/ For countries i^ere two or more rates existed, free rates were related to the free rates in other countri 
and controlled rates to e«y other controlled rates (otheriilsê  to iáie rates). 
V For oonvenience in presentation, British Guiana has been inoluded x̂ ith Central Amerloan and Caribbean 
Countries, 
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Table 5 a 
PARITY,?!»!® I'lARKET AND COHTROLLED HÁÍES OP ECCIMIGE V/ITHIN C3KTR/iL iUilillGA AÍD THE C:iRIBBEAN' 
(b) JUNE 1962 
(iftilta of other currencies equivalent to one unit cf the dotaestle eurreney) 
Curral cy t a 0 L ' $ C$ B/- RD$ BvnJ 
Bate 
-V 
Costa El Sal- Cuate- Haiti Hon- Mexico Nica- fena- Domini- British 
Rica vador mala duras ragua ma can Reç, Guiana , 
COSTA RICA 
tftilts equivalent to one Costa Hlean colon (ji) 
Free market X .376 «150 .752 .301 1.88 1.12 .150 .150 . 2 5 7 
I^ity X .390 . 1 6 9 .716 .36U 1,?+ 1.22 .168 . 1 9 6 , 2 2 9 
EL SALVADOR 
Units equivalent to one Salvado ran colon (íí) 
Free market X ,Uoo 2 . 0 0 ,800 5 . 0 0 2.98 .400 ,400 
Parity 2.57 X 1,0'i .935 3.9** 3,12 . 4 3 3 , 5 0 3 .588 
GUATEMALA 
Iftiits equivalent to ene Quetzal (Q.) 
Free markeft 2.50 X 5.00 2.00 I2.'f9 7.45 1,000 1,00 1 . 7 1 
ferity 5.91 2 . 3 0 X 2 , 1 6 9 , 1 0 7.19 .993 1 , 1 6 1 . 3 6 
HAITI 
Wilts equivalent to one Gourde (G) 
Free markett 1.33 .500 .200 X .UOO 2,50 1.49 . 2 0 0 ,200 . 3 4 2 
ferity 1,40 . 2 3 6 X .509 2.15 1 . 7 0 . 2 3 4 . 2 7 4 , 3 2 0 
HONDURAS 
Dhlts equivalent to one Lempira (L) 
Free market 3.32 1 . 2 5 . 5 0 0 2 . 5 0 X 6.24 3.72 . 5 0 0 ,500 .855 
ferity 2.7t 1 . 0 7 ,k&i 1,97 X 4,22 3.3 »̂ .463 .538 , 6 2 9 
MEXICO 
Units equivalent to one Mexican peso ($) 
Free market . 5 3 2 .200 .080 .400 . 1 6 0 X .596 .080 ,080 .137 
ferity .630 .25'» .110 .465 ,237 X .791 .110 ,128 ,149 
NICARAGUA 
Units equivalent to one Cordoba (C$) 
Controlled j/ .355 ,142 , 7 0 9 .284 1.77 X ,142 ,142 , 2 4 3 
Free market •893 . 3 3 6 .134 . 6 7 1 . 2 6 3 1 . 6 8 X . 1 3 4 ,134 . 2 3 0 
ferity .823 . 3 2 1 .139 .589 .300 1 . 2 6 X . 1 3 9 . 1 6 1 .188 
PANAMA 
Iftiits equivalent to one Balboa (B/-) 
Free market 6.65 2 . 5 0 1.00 5.00 2,00 12.49 X 1,00 1.71 
ferity 5.93 2 . 3 1 1 . 0 0 4 . 2 4 2 . 1 6 9.14 7 . 2 1 X 1 . 1 6 1 , 3 6 
DOMINICAN REPUBLIC 
Units equivalent to one Dominican peso (RDi) 
Free market 6.65 2 . 5 0 1 , 0 0 0 5 . 0 0 2 , 0 0 12,49 7.'»5 1.000 X 1.71 
ferity 5 . 1 0 1.99 , 8 6 2 3.62 1 . 8 6 7.8'» 6 . 2 0 , 3 6 0 X 1 . 1 7 
BRITISH GUIANA ^ 
Units equivalent to one dollar ÍBWIÍ) 
Free market 3.89 I.Í46' .585 2 . 9 2 1.17 7.30 4 , 3 6 .565 .585 X 
Parllgr 4,36 1 . 7 0 .738 3,12 1.59 6.71 5.30 .736 ,856 X 
y Por countries lAere two or more rates existed, free rates were related to the free rates In other countricsj 
and controlled rates to any other controlled rates (otherwise, to the fr«e rates). 





Table 5 a 
ÍARITY,PREE MARKET AND COKTOOI.LED Rj'ITES 0? EíCH/J-TGE POR SOOTH ¿HERICA 
RELATIVE TO CENTRAL Â ffiRICA Ai® THE CARIBBEAW 
(a) JlUíE i960 











$ Mexico C$ Nica-
ragua 
B/- ra)$ 
Psxiar Domini- British 
ma can Rep. Guiaus, j/ 
mmfvsA 
tinits equlvalent to one Argentine , p eso (m$N) 
Free market .0809 .0302 .0121 .o6o¡i .oaifi ,151 .068 .0121 .0121 .0206 
ferity .0988 .01̂ 18 .018»̂  .0758 .0336 
BOLIVIA 
.128 .0179 .0197 .0243 
Free market .560 .210 
Units equivalent to ono Bolivian -peso íès) 
.08'+2 .«̂ 21 .168 l'ÓJl .6l4 .08^2 .08'+2 .liiif 
ferity .680 .290 .1275 .527 .268 1.139 
BRAZIL 
Miits equivalent to one Cruzeiro (Cr.S) 







.0053 .0267 ,0107 .0667 














Units equivalent to one Colombian peso 1 
.^9 .298 1.86 







ferity l.ota .193 .799 1.73 
CHILE 
Units equivalent to one Escudo 







.952 li.yé 1.90 11.90 
















.0660 .330 .132 .821̂  







ferity .189 .0832 .344 .175 
PAR/iGUAY 
Iftiits equivalent to one Guarani (Gs) 
.579 .0812 .0893 .1103 
Free market .0205 .0082 .OlflO ,0161̂  .102 .0598 .0082 .0082 .0140 
ferity .0671 .0283 .0125 .0515 .0262 .111 
WHO 
Units equivalent to one Sol (s/o) 
.0868 .0122 ,1132 .0165 
Free market 
ferity .3ô '̂ 
.0911 
.1286 
•.O36U .182 «0729 
•0566 ,23ii- .1189 .505 
URUGUAY 
















.0875 ."+37 .175 1.093 















Ifeits equivalent to one Bolivar .(EC) 
.298" 1.1̂ 9 .597 3.73 









^ r Por countries vdiero two or mora ratea existed, free rates were related to the free rates in other countries; 
and controlled rates to any other controlled rates (otherwise^ to the free rates)» 





Table ̂  b 
PARITY^PREE MARKET AND COIITROLLED RATES OP EXCHaiGE POR SOUTH /JíERICA 
RELATIVE TO CSNTRAL ÜHERICA AíID THE CARIBBEAN 
(b) JOKE 1962 










^S^^rrency s( fl a G " L $ C$ • B/- RD$ K;I $ 
Costa El Sal f Guate- Haiti Hon- Mexico Nica- Pana» Domini- British 
Rate Rica vador mala duras ragua ma can Rap. Guiana b/ 
/JÍGOTUU 
Units equivalent to one Argentine peso(fi$N) 
Free market . 0 4 9 3 . 0 1 8 5 , 0 0 7 4 , 0 3 7 0 . 0 1 4 8 . 0 9 2 . 0 5 5 . 0 0 7 4 . 0 0 7 4 . 0 1 2 7 
Parity . 0 6 8 0 . 0 2 6 5 . 0 1 1 5 . 0 4 8 7 . 0 2 4 8 • . 1 0 4 . 0 8 3 . 0 1 1 5 . 0 1 3 3 . 0 1 5 6 
BOLIVIA 
Units equivalent to one Bolivlon Pçoo (ÍB) 
Free market . 5 6 0 . 2 1 0 . 0 8 4 2 . 4 2 1 . 1 6 3 1 . 0 5 . 6 2 7 . 0 8 4 2 . 0 8 4 2 
Rirlty . 6 5 1 . 2 5 4 . 1 1 0 1 . 4 6 6 . 2 3 7 1 . 0 0 . 7 9 2 . 1 0 9 8 . 1 2 7 8 . 1 4 9 
BRAZIL 
Units equivalent to one Cruzeiro (Cr.J) 
Free market . 0 1 8 5 . 0 0 7 0 . 0 0 2 8 . 0 1 3 9 . 0 0 5 6 . 0 3 4 7 . 0 2 0 7 . 0 0 2 8 . 0 0 2 8 . 0 0 4 8 
Pferity . 0 2 2 4 . 0 0 8 7 . 0 0 3 8 . 0 1 6 0 . 0 0 8 1 . 0 3 4 4 . 0 2 7 2 . 0 0 3 4 . 0 0 4 4 . 0 0 5 1 
COLONIA 
Units equivalent to one Colombian peso ($) 
Controlled • 9 9 2 . 3 7 3 . 1 4 9 . 7 4 6 . 2 9 8 1 . 8 6 . 1 4 9 . 1 4 9 . 2 5 6 
Free market . 7 6 1 . 2 8 6 . 1 1 4 . 5 7 2 . 2 2 9 1 . 4 3 . 1 1 4 . 1 4 4 . 1 9 6 
ferity 1 . 0 1 5 . 3 9 6 . 1 7 2 . 7 2 6 . 3 7 0 1 . 5 6 1 . 2 3 3 . 1 7 1 . 1 9 9 . 2 3 2 
CHILE 
ttiits equivalent to one Escudo (E») 
Controlled 6 . 3 3 2 . 3 8 . 9 5 2 4 . 7 é 1 . 9 0 jl , 9 0 . 9 5 2 . 9 5 2 1 . 6 3 
Free market 4 . 0 8 1 . 5 3 . 6 1 4 . 3 . 0 7 1 . 2 3 7 . 6 6 4 . 5 7 ^ . 6 1 4 . 6 1 4 1 , 0 5 
Parity 5 . 1 0 1 . 9 9 . 8 6 2 3 , 6 5 1 . 8 6 7 . 8 4 6 . 2 0 . 8 6 0 1 . 0 0 0 1 . 1 7 
ECUADOR 
t&ilts equivalent to one Sucre (S/-) / 
Controlled, . 3 6 6 . 1 3 8 . 0 5 5 0 . , 2 7 5 . 1 1 0 . 6 8 7 . 3 8 8 ^ , . 0 5 5 0 . 0 5 5 0 . 0 9 4 3 
Free market . 2 9 0 . 1 0 9 . 0 4 3 6 . 2 1 8 . 0 8 7 . 5 4 5 . 3 2 5 ^ ^ . 0 4 3 6 . 0 4 3 6 . 0 7 4 6 
ferity . 4 4 6 . 1 7 5 . 0 7 5 8 • . 3 2 1 . 1 6 3 . 6 8 9 . 5 4 5 . 0 7 5 6 . 0 8 8 0 . 1 0 2 8 
PARAGUAY 
. 0 5 2 8 
. 0 5 9 8 
.2lí8 
. 6 0 6 




. 0 1 9 8 
. 0 2 3 3 




Units eoulvalent to one Guaraní (Cs.) 
. 0 0 7 9 . 0 3 9 7 . 0 1 5 9 . 0 9 9 1 .0101, .0428 .0218 .0920 
PERU 
tftitts equl^lent to one Sol (S/o) 
.0373 ,186 .0746 
.051H . 2 1 8 . 1 1 0 9 . M q 
URIKJOAY 
Units equivalent to ano UruCTayen pcoo(v) 
. 0 9 1 . 1 * 5 5 . 3 8 2 l . l U . 6 7 8 
. 1 0 5 . 4 1 4 6 . 2 2 7 . 9 6 . 7 5 7 
•VENEZUELA 
Units equivalent to one Bolivar (Eo.) . 
. 2 9 8 . 5 9 7 3 . 7 3 2 , L O Â ^ 
. 2 2 0 1 . 1 0 . 4 4 0 2 . 7 5 1 . 6 4 ^ 
. 1 9 2 . 8 2 . 4 1 5 1 . 7 5 1 . 3 8 
0591 
0 7 2 7 
. 2 7 8 
.370 
. 0 0 7 9 
. 0 1 0 1 
. 0 3 7 3 
. 0 5 1 3 
, 0 9 1 
. 1 0 5 
. 2 9 9 
. 2 2 0 
. 1 9 2 
. 0 0 7 9 
. 0 1 1 7 
.0373 
. 0 5 9 7 









. 1 4 3 
. 5 1 0 .376 
. 2 6 1 
^ For countries Aer© tvre or more rates existed, free rates were related to the free rates In other countries; 
end controlled rates to any other controlled rates (otherwise, to the free rates). 
^ For convenience in presentation, British Guiana has been Included i;ith Central Auierloan and CarlbbgiJi 
countries. /Table OB 
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Tatile 6 a 
RiRITY^REE liARICET AMD COKTROLLED lUTES OP BCCHAliOE POR CSiTH'X ̂ -JERICA 
AND THE CARIBBB/JÍ RELATOTE TO SOUTH AI-IERICA 
(a) 1960 




















































































ttelts equivalent to one Costa Rioan colon (f!) 
3 3 ^ 0 I H A A ^ P T I I S 2 1 . 5 
2 8 . 2 1 . 0 2 6 » , 1 5 8 2 , 7 2 ^ 1 8 . 3 
23.3 .960 ,182 2.23 l"*.? 
EL SALVADOR 
Units equivalent to, one Salvadoran colon 
7 ^ . 9 2 . 7 3 ."+20 7.22 
5 5 . 2 2 . 2 7 . ' + 3 0 5 . 2 8 
aUATEI-IALA 
Units equivalent to one Quetzal (Ci) 
1 8 7 6 . 8 2 1 . 0 5 0 1 8 . 1 
1 2 6 5 . 1 7 . 9 7 8 1 2 . 0 
H A I T I 
Units equivalent to one Gourde (&) 
3 7 . 5 1 . 3 6 . 2 1 0 3 . 6 1 
30,1+ 1.25 .237 2.91 
HONDURAS 
Units equivalent to' one Lempira (L) 
93.7 .525 9.03 
59.7 2.46 .1+65 5.72 
mico • 
tt^lts equivalent to one Mexican peso ($) 
1 5 . 0 0 5 . 4 6 .OS^^ 1 . ^ 5 
11^ .06 . 5 7 8 . 1 0 9 1 ,31^ 
NICA^'iGUA 
Units equivalent to one Cordobp. (C$) 
26.6 .149 2.1^ 
2 5 . 6 . 9 3 ' T S ' . 1 4 4 2 . 4 7 ^ 
18.0 ,Ã2 .1̂ 0 1,73 
PAHAMA Units equivalent to one Balboa (8/") 
187 6.82 1.05 18.1 
129 5.30 1.00 12.3 
DOMIHICAN RERJBLIO 
Units equival«rt to one Dominiean Peso (RP$) 
1 8 7 6 . 8 2 1 . 0 5 0 1 8 . 1 1 2 2 . 0 
1 1 7 ' ^ . 8 2 . 9 1 1 1 1 . 2 7 4 , 8 
BRITISH GUIANA b/ 
Units equivalent to one dollar (Btri$> 
1 1 0 3 . 9 9 . 6 1 4 1 0 . 5 6 7 1 . 3 
9 5 3 . 9 0 . 7 3 8 9 . 0 6 6 0 . 5 
'48.8 
35.3 









1 6 . 7 
11.5 





















1 6 . 5 
1 6 . 0 
13.3 
2 . 0 2 
1 . 7 2 
1.31 
4.57 
3 . 1 0 
11.40 
7 . 0 6 





1 , 6 2 

















. 2 6 8 






1 . 9 6 
3.81 
j/ For countries vdiere two or more rates radsted, free rates were related to the free rates in other countries} 
and controlled rates to any other controlled rates (otherwise^ to the free rates), 





Table 11 a 
PARITY, FREE HABKET m COIÍTÃOLLED a'.TES OP EXIL'iG:: S-OR CLKTR.'Í .ÜMERICA 
i\MD THE CARIBBS¿N RELATIVE TO SOUTH AÍÍB21ICA 
(b) JÜ5IE 1962 
(tfl̂lts of other eurrsncles aoulvalent to one unit of the doaestie eiurancy) 
Currency B$ Cr.$ $ E° S/« Gs. S/o Bs. Argen- Boli- Brazil Colom- Chile Ecua- Para- Peru Uru- Vene-Rate ^ ^ ̂ tina via bla . dor guay guay zuela 
COSTA RICA 
Dnits equivalent to one Costa Rioan colon {fl 
Free maricet 1.79 54.1 l.3lif .2if5 3.̂ 5 18.9 I+.03 1 . 6 5 -683 
Parity 1.53 .985 .196 2 . 2 3 16.7 3.28 1 . 6 0 .870 
EL SALTADOR Units equivalent to one Salvadoran colon (f!) 
Free market iv.75 m 3.50 .652 9.17 50.1̂  10.72 it.39 1 . 3 2 
P&rity 37.7 3.9»̂  1 1 5 2.53 .503 5.72 «<•2.9 8.43 4.12 2 . 2 5 
GÜATEMAU Units equivalent to one Quetzal (q) 
Free market 135 11.88 3 6 0 8.7̂  1.̂ 3 • 2 2 . 9 1 2 6 2 6 . 8 10.98 4.54 ferity 87 9.08 265 5.83 l.lé 13.2 99 19.̂  9.50 5.19 
aiiTi Units equivalent to one Gourde (d) 
Free market 27*0 2.38 71.9 1.75 .326 H . 5 9 2 5 . 2 5.36 2.20 .903 
Parity 2 0 . 5 2.1Í+ 62.5 1.38 . 27»» 3.11 2 3 . 3 1̂.59 2,2'̂  - 1 . 2 2 6 
KOMDURAS 
Units equivalent to one Lerplrc. (L) 
Free market 6 7 . 5 5.9̂  180 U.37 .815 ll.'íó 6 3 . 0 IS.'iO 2 . 2 7 
ferity tto.ij •+.21 123 2.70 .538 6.12 45.9 9.02 2.41 
MEXICO Units equivalent to one MeKioca.peso ($) 
Free market 10.81 .951 28.78 .700 .130 UQK 1 0 . 0 9 2 . 1 5 .679 
ferity 9.57 .999 29.10 .641 .128 l.'tS 10.87 2.1»̂  1.044 .571 
NICARAGUA 
ttilts equivalent to one Cordoba (C$) 
Controlled 1 9 . 1 1.68 51.0 .952/ .ilijiS/ 2.58̂  17.9 3.80 1.56 .4752/ 
r̂ee market 16.x 1.59 «<8.2 1.172̂  .2192/ 3.082/ 1 6 . 9 3 . 6 0 1.47 .6092/ 
ferity 12.1 1 . 2 6 3 6 . 8 .81 .161 1.83 13.7 2 . 7 0 1 . 3 2 . 7 2 2 
PANAHA Units equivalent to one Balboa (BA) 
Free market 135.0 >1.88 359 1.63 2 2 . 9 1 2 6 . 0 2 6 . 8 10.98 4.54 
fejl-ty 87.2 9.11 2 6 5 s.â^ 1.16 1 3 . 2 99.1 19.5 9.52 5.21 
DOMIMICAN R E W B L I C 
Vnits equivalent to oae Ooninlcan peso (RD$) 
Free market 135.0 11.88 3 5 9 8.7"+ 1.63 2 2 . 9 I2f.0 2 6 . 8 10.98 4.54 ferity 75.0 7.83 228 5.02 1.00 U.U 85.2 1 6 . 8 8.J8 4.48 
BRTLTLSH GUIANA ^ 
6.95 
%lts equivalent to one dollar Í B U I Í Í 
Free market 78.9 210 5.U .953 73.7 15.7 6.42 2.66 ferity 6 . 7 0 195 '••30 .856 9.73 72.9 7 . 0 0 3-83 
a/ Per countries where tvio or more rates esâvted̂  free rates were related to the free rates in other ooimtries; 
ond controlled rates to any other controlled rates (otherwise, to the free rates). 





another the figures are approximately the same whether free market or parity-
rates are used. However, if countries in one block are compared with countries 
in the other bipek, wide differences exist - the magnitude being, approximately 
25 to 45 per cent. That is to say, the price levels for countries in the 
Central American region were generally 25 to 45 per cent higher than those 
prevailing in the greater part of South America, 
It will be seen that neither Mexico, Chile nor Venezuela- conformed to the 
pattern of exchange rates for nearby countries - the situation for Mexico 
resembling that applicable to South American countries; and Chile (in I960) 
that for countries in Central America and the,Caribbean. For Venezuela, I960 
parity exchange rates bore no resemblance to free market rates for any 
country in Latin America - the difference between the two being extreme when 
Venezuela was related to Uruguay, Peru, Argentina or any other country except 
Chile in South America, and still quite marked in relation to countries in 
Central America or the Caribbean, 
For 1962, the situation was virtually unchanged for countries within 
Central America and the Caribbean - little modification being observed in 
relation to I96O for either the free market or the parity exchange rates 
(Costa Rica being a possible exception), • In the case of South America, while 
price levels were still generally 25 to 45 per cent below those niling in 
Central America and the Caribbean, significant changes occurred for individual 
countries. In some instances, a- devaluation of the ciirrency is indicated by 
marked changes in the free market rates; in other cases, rising dcxnestic 
prices are reflected in the higher figures shown for the parity rates. In 
June 1962 the situation for Chile, instead of resembling Central American 
countries, resembled that for other countries in South America, In the case 
of Uruguay, the I96O parity exchange rate' had been well below the free market 
rate when the Uruguayan peso was compared with the currency of other South 
American countries. In June 1962, the. parity rate for Uruguay exceeded the 
free market rate viã-a-vis all countries in th^ South American, region except 
Venezuela - indicating that its price level (calculated in accoinlance v;ith 
prevailing rates of exchange) was now .higher and not lower, than the .price • -
level in other parts of South América, For Voaezuela, the currency devaluation 




reflected in the lower free market rate which now resembled the parity 
exchsmge rate vis-a-vis the Dmainican Republic and Honduras. The former 
rate of exchange still applied in Venezuela to a certain range of transactions 
and it should be noted that if this rate, rather than that ruling in the free 
market, were compared with the parity rate, the situation in 1962 was approx-
imately the same as in I960. 
Controlled as well as free market rates existed not only for Venezuela, 
but also for Colombia, Ecuador and Nicaragua in I960 and 1962, and for Costa 
Rica in I960 and Chile in 1962. Since these rates applied to important 
classes of transactions (as for instance essential imports and government 
expenditure) they need to be tácen into account when a comparison is made 
between prevailing and parity exchange rates. The controlled rates as well as 
free market rates are accordingly quoted in Tables 3 to 6. 
2, Price relatives (at prevailing exchange rates) 
As implied in previous paragraphs, the relationship between the parity 
exchange rates and free market or controlled exchange rates provides the 
simplest and most direct means of determining the relative level of prices in 
the various countries (valued at prevailing rates of exchange). These are 
given in Table It the figures in each horizontal column or row representing an 
index of prices, with the country mentioned at the left of the table as the 
base. The nineteen Latin American countries covered by the enquiry have been 
arranged in sequence according to the level of their prices or the relative 
"cheapness" of their currencies. Thus, in June I960, prices were lowest in 
Uruguay, highest in Venezuela and at an intermediate level for such countries 
as Paraguay, Haiti and Costa Rica, The similarity in price levels (valued 
according to free market rates of exchange) is particularly noticeable for all 
countries in South America other than Chile and Venezuela; Mexico also falls 
within the range of price levels for this block. Equally obvious is the 
similarity of prices for countries in Central America. For the Caribbean, 
Haiti was situated at a point intermediate between South and Central American 
countries, while the Dcaninican Republic was at a high extreme, exceeded only 
by Venezuela, Prices in the latter country were almost two and a half times 
as high as in Uruguay (the cheapest coiintry), more than twice as high as in 
/Table 7 a 
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Table 11 a 
PRICE RELATIVES AND THE PORCHASINO f o m OF CURREHCIiS AT FREE MARKET RATES OP EXCHANOEs (a) JOHE I960 
(Indgxes; base country g 100) 
Cotmtiy Uru- Argen- Para- Boli- Ecua- Bra- Colom- Costa 
• guay Peru tina guay via dor zil Hexioe bia Rica 
Oruguey 1 0 0 1 0 5 107 107 1 0 8 1 0 8 109 1 1 6 1 2 2 1 3 2 
Peru 93 loo 1 0 2 1 0 2 103 1 0 3 lo4 1 1 1 117 1 2 6 
Argentina 91+ 98 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 102 1 0 9 114 124 
Paraguay 93 98 1 0 0 100 100 1 0 1 102 I Ò 9 114 124 
Bolivia 93 97 100 100 100 1 0 0 102 108 114 1 2 3 
Ecuador 92 97 99 99 99 1 0 0 101 108 113 1 2 3 
B ^ l l 92 96 98 98 98 99 100 1 0 7 112 121 
Hejdeo 86 9 0 92 92 92 93 94 log .105 114 
Colombia 8 2 86 87 87 88 8 8 89 95 1 0 0 1 0 8 
Costa Rloa 76 79 8 1 8 1 8 1 8 2 8 2 88 9 2 1 0 0 
Ifaitl 75 78 8 0 8 0 8 0 - 8 1 8 1 87 9 1 99 
El Salviador 67 71 72 72 72 73 7̂  79 82 89 
Nicaragua 6ii 67 6 8 6 8 69 6 9 70 74 78 85 
ftmpjfft^ 63 66 67 67 6 8 6 8 6 9 73 78 : 83 
Chile 63 66 67 67 68 6 8 6 9 73 77 83 
Guatemala 62 6H 66 66 66 66 67 71 75 6 1 
Honduras 58 61 6 2 62 63 63 64 68 72 77 
Dominican Republic 57 60 61 6 1 6 2 6 2 6 2 67 71 76 
Venezuela 41 liif 44 44 44 45 48 50 54 
Brttlsh Ouiana 8 1 85 87 87 , 87 88 89 95 99 108 
Table 7 a (continued) 
Country El Sal- Nica- Bana- Chi- Guate- Hon- Domini- Vene- British tl&lvl vador ragua ma le mala duras can Rep* zuela Guiana 
Druguay 1^8 157 158 158 163 171 175 244 123 
i^ru 1 2 8 1̂ 2 I U 9 151 151 165 163 167 233 118 
Arsentitta 1 2 É 138 lk6 148 148 152 1 6 0 163 228 115 
Paraguay 126 138 I W 148 148 152 1 6 0 163 228 115 
Bolivia 125 137 145 147 147 152 159 1 6 2 227 114 
Ecuador 124 137 145 147 147 1 5 0 158 1 6 2 22é 114 
Brazil 123 136 143 145 145 149 157 , 1 6 0 223 113 
Hexlco 1 1 5 127 134 137 137 l4o 147 150 209 1 0 6 
Colombia 110 121 128 1 2 9 1 3 0 133 l4o 143 199 1 0 1 
Costa Rica 101 112 118 120 12D 1 2 3 129 132 184 93 
Haiti 100 111 117 118 118 121 128 1 3 0 182 92 
El Salvador 9 0 100 106 1 0 7 1 0 7 110 1 1 5 118 164 83 
Nicaregua 86 95 100 101 102 io4 1 0 9 112 1 5 6 79 
fenaraa 85 93 98 1 0 0 100 1 0 2 108 110 155 79 
Chile 85 93 98 1 0 0 100 1 0 2 108 110 154 • 78 
Guatanala 82 91 96 97 97 1 0 0 1 0 5 107 150 76 
Honduras 78 87 91 92 93 95 100 102 142 72 
Somfnioan Republic 77 85 9 0 91 91 93 98 100 l4o 71 
Venezuela 55 61 ¿4 65 6 5 67 70 72 1 0 0 51 
British Guiana 1 0 9 120 1 2 7 1 2 9 1 2 9 1 3 2 139 142 198 1 0 0 
NOTE: Horizontal Columns m Ihdoxos of prices 




Tabla 7 b 
PRICE RELATIVES .'JTO TKS PURCHASIUG BD'.iER OP CURREÜCIES .J PR5E ÜARIÇT PUNTES OF EXCHANGE?(b)JUNE 19̂ 2 
(Indcxoa; Bĝ e ccuntryg; lOO) 
Couatxy Ecua- Argen- Colom- Chile Peru Mexico BrazU Bolivia 
Ebiti 
dor tina bia guay 
Ecuador 100 112 116 125 127 127 128 131+ 137 117 
Ai^ entina 89 100 lOU 111 113 113 11»+ 119 1 2 2 131 
Colombia 1 7 100 108 109 109 110 115 118 127 
Chile 80 90 93 100 101 102 103 107 1 0 9 118 
Peru 79 89 92 99 100 100 101 1 0 5 108 1 1 6 
Mexico 79 89 92 98 100 100 101 1 0 5 108 1 1 6 
Brazil 78 88 91 97 99 99 100 104- 1 0 6 115 
Bolivia 75 8̂+ 87 9^ 95 95 "9? 1 0 0 1 0 2 110 
Paraguay 73 82 85 92 93 93 98 1 0 0 1 0 6 
Haiti 68 76 79 85 86 86 87 9 0 93 1 0 0 
Uruguay a 75 77 83 8»+ 85 89 91 98 
Costa Rloa 61+ 72 75 80 82 82 83 86 88 95 
El Salvador 62 70 72 78 79 78 80 83 85 91 
nicaragua 60 67 70 75 76 76 77 80 82 88 
84 ftmama 58 65 67 71 73 73 71+ 77 79 
Guatemala 57 6Í+ 67 71 73 73 7̂  76 78 8»̂  
Honduras 53 6O 62 6 6 68 68 68 71 73 78 
Venezuela 50 56 58 62 63 63 Q\ 66 68 73 
Dominican Rcpublio 49 55 57 62 62 62 63 66 67 73 
British Guiana 7U 83 86 93 91+ 91+ 95 99 101 1 0 9 
Table 7 b (continued) 
Country 
Uru- Costa El Sal-i Nica- feha- Guate- Hon- •Vene- Doffiinl- British 
gi^y Rica vador ragua ma mala duras zuela oan Rep« Guiana 
Ecuador 150 156 161 167 174 V}^ 188 201 203 135 
Argentina I3U 139 m 149 155 155 167 179 181 120 
Colombia 130 13»+ 139 144 1 5 0 150 1 6 2 173 175 116 
Chile 120 12»+ 129 134 l4o l4o 150 161 1 6 2 108 
Peru 1 1 9 123 127 1 3 2 138 138 148 159 1 6 0 1 0 6 
Mexico 119 123 127 1 3 2 137 137 147 159 1 6 0 1 0 6 
Brazil 117 121 1 2 6 1 3 0 1 3 6 136 146 157 158 305 
Bolivia 1 1 3 116 121 1 2 5 1 3 0 1 3 1 l4l 151 152 101 
feraguay 110 114 118 122 127 128 138 147 149 99 
H^tl 1 0 2 1 0 6 109 113 118 118 1 2 7 137 138 9 2 
Uruguay 1 0 0 1 0 3 1 0 7 111 115 1 1 6 125 134 135 90 
Costa Rica '97 100 lo4 108 112 112 121 1 2 9 1 3 0 87 
El Salvador 93 "9S 1 0 0 104 108 108 117 1 2 5 1 2 6 8̂+ 
Nicaragua 9 0 93 "IS 100 1 0 3 lo4 U 2 la) 121 81 
fenama 87 89 92 97 100 1 0 0 108 1 1 5 116 79 
Guatemala 86 89 92 96 100 1 0 0 108 114 116 77 
Honduras 80 83 86 89 93 93 100 1 0 7 1 0 8 72 
Venezuela 75 77 80 83 87 37 93 100 1 0 1 67 
Dominican RepubLlo 74 77 79 82 86 86 93 99 1 0 0 66 
British Guiana 111 1 1 5 1 1 9 124 1 2 6 1 2 9 139 149 1 5 0 1 0 0 
NOTE: Horizontal Columns » Indexes of prices 




other South American cotmtries and 50 to 65 per cent higher than prices 
in Central America, 
The magnitúd^ of price differences between.Central and South 
Ameriosutj .cpwt^es can be. seen by making a comparison of Panama and 
Brazil vdth other countries (price levels for each being typical of 
Central and South America respectively). In the case of Brazil, for 
example, vAiile most other. South American coiintries had price levels 
differing by only a few per cent (Chile and Venezuela being the 
exception), the price levels for the countries in the Central American 
aiKi Caribbean region were from 27 to 50 per cent higher. Conversely, while 
for most countries in Central America and the Caribbean, prices wer® 
within ten per cent of the Panama level, prices in the South American 
groupri^ were from 23 to 37 per cent lower. 
For 1962, the situation changed only in respect of countries in 
South America. The outstanding features in the new pattern of price 
relatives were as follows: 
(a) Venezuela, instead of being the most e:q>ensive countiy (vrtien 
prices were converted at free market exchange rates) was now second to 
the Dominican Republic, The new situation reflected, however, the 
devaluation which applied to free market transactions rather than an 
absolute reduction in internal prices (the parity rate of exchange for 
^une 1962 remaining much the same as it was in I960), 
(b) k marked increase in the price level of Uniguay without any . 
corresponding modification in the free market exchange rate made that 
country the most expensive in South America, after Venezuela (instead 
of being the cheapest, as it was in I960), 
(c) A reverse situation applied to Ectiador, where cxurency 
devalxiation was not accompanied by any equivalent price change - Ecuador 
ranking as the cheapest in Latin America in 1962 as compared with its 
sixth position two years earlier. 
46/ Excluding Chile and Venezuela, 
/(d) While 
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(d) While in I960 Chile was one of the most expensive countries 
in Latin America (being exceeded only by Venezuela, the Dominican 
Republic and Honduras), in 1962, despite a 20 per cent increase in 
internal prices during the two previous years, it now ranked as the 
fourth cheapest.^ 
(e) ^raguay had also devaluated its currency but not to the 
extent of internal price changes. In consequence, Paraguay ranked 
ninth cheapest in 1962 instead of third in I960, A reverse sittxation 
applied to Colombia, 
(f) Dl thç case of Argentina, parity and free market rates had 
changed in a roughly similar fashion - the price ilse having somewhat 
the same magnitude as the depreciation of the national currency. The 
relative price level was therefore not affected very much and the 
ranking of this country (in tenas of cheapness of prices at free 
market exchange rates) was almost the same in 1962 as it was in I960. 
A asmewhat comparable situation applied to Brazil, its ranking 
roaaining unchanged despite inflation in domestic prices. 
Table B 
RANKIMG OF COUNTRffiS ACCORDING TO THEffi REIATIVB HilCE IMEIã 
(at free market exchange rates) 
Country I960 1962 Country 1960 1962 
Argentina 3 2 Haiti 11 10 
Bolivia 5 8 Honduras 17 17 
Brazil 7 7 Mexico e 6 
Chile 15 U Nicaragua 13 U 
Colombia 9 3 Panama U, 15 
Costa Rica 10 12 Paraguay 3 9 
Dominican Rep, 18 19 Peru 2 5 
Ecuador 6 1 Uruguay 1 11 
El Salvador 12 13 Venezuela 19 18 
Guatemala 16 16 
U7/ It should be noted that in Chile the devaluation which began in 
January 1961 had by June 1962 not yet applied to the official 
(or controlled) exchange rate. The ranldng of that country if 
the parity rate is compared with the official rate would be third 





3, Comparative mrchaaing ijower of currencies 
(at prevailing rates of exchange) , 
If cbuntrie6"with somevdiat similar living conditions, inrome 
levels ani expenditure patterns are compared with each other, the 
piirchasing power of each currency is directly proportional to the 
level of prices in each place»^'^ The data given in Table 7 may thus 
be used not only to show price levels but also to provide an,indication 
of comparative purchasing power for the ciirrencies of the Latin American 
countries, 3h this case, since purchasing power is a reciprocal of the 
price relationship, the figures in Table. 8 should be ccanpared vertically 
rather than horizontally; that is to say, each vertical column provides 
an index of comparative purchad.ng power with the country mentioned at 
the head of the column as base. 
It viill, for example, be seen that compared with the Mexican peso 
at free market rates of exchange, the currency of both Panama and Chile 
had, in I960,. 73 per cent of the pxtrdiasing power of the Mexican peso, 
the Dominican currency had 67 per cent, but the Venezuela bolivar only 
48 per cent. On the other hand, for Brazil, Ecuador, Argentina, Peru 
and Uruguay, equivalent amounts of currency would at free market rates 
of exchange respectively purchase 7, 9, H and 16 per cent more goods 
and services than a peso would in Mexico, In like manner, one could 
obtain 58 per cent more goods and services in Uruguay, 48 per cent more 
in Argentina, 45 per cent more in Brazil, 37 per cent more in Mexico and 
7 per cent more in IK.caragua than was possible for equivalent amounts of 
cxirrency in Chile or in Panama (in only foiar coTintries - Guatemala, 
4^/ If conditions are not similar (e,g. in tropical and temperate areas, 
or for high ixwome versus low income coxintries) some adjustment may 
be necessary to take into account different needs or different 
consume preferences. For latin American countries, reliance was 
placed on a system of equivalences designed to correct the relatively 
small number of incomparabilities present in the price data. Only 
in a few extreme cases, was the wilting pattern allowed to vary 




Honduras, the Dominican Eepublic and Venezuela - could less goods and 
services be obtained for equivalent amounts of currency than was possible 
in Chile or Panama), Compared vdth Venezuela, one could buy in Uruguay 
Z,Uh times as many .goods and services; in Brazil 2.23, Colombia 1,99, 
Panama and Chile 1,54 and Honduras 1,42 times as many for equivalent 
amounts of ctirrency. That, is to say, the bolivar had in June I960 a 
ptirchasing power 41, 45 , 50, 65 and 70. per cent of that possessed by the 
national currencies in Uruguay, Brazil, Colombia, Panama (or Chile) and 
Honduras. The devaluation of the bolivar in 1961 reduced the amovint of 
other currencies equivalent to a bolivar and increased the purchasing 
power of the bolivar (relative to other currencies). Inflationary price 
movQuents in certain countries accentuated this increase in the purchasing 
power of the bolivar relative to other currencies at free market rates of 
exchange. It was, for instance, possible in June 1962 to obtain 78 per 
cent of what an equivalent number of pesos would bring in Uruguay - as 
against 41 per cent in I960, 
So far as the cxirrencies of other countries were concerned, attention 
might be drawn to the much increased purchasing power in June 1962 of -the 
escudo, the Colombian peso and the sucre - as against a decreased purchasing 
power of the guarani, the Bolivian peso, the ail, the Costa Rican colon, 
the cruzeiro and the Dominican peso. 
As prices and excange rates were stable in Panama during the period 
under review, the relative purchasing power of each Latin American country 
vis-a^vis the balboa in J\ine I960 and again in June 1962 provides the 
simplest means of assessing the modification ir̂  purchasing power for each 
currency during the jseriod under review. The following table shows in 





CHANGES IN THE PURCHASING PCWER OF AN Al-iOUNT OF MTIOWAL 
CURRENCY CORRESPONDING TO OJE BALBOA y 
June 1962 compared to June I96O 
(Indexes: Purchasing power in June I960 s lOO) 
Countiiy Currency- Index Country Currency Index 
Argentina peso 104.8 Haiti gourde 100.2 
Bolivia' peso 88.2 Honduras lempira 100.3 
Brazil cruzeiro 93.5 Mexico peso 100.0 
Chile escudo 139.6 Nicaragua cordoba 103.1 
Colombia peso 116.0 Panama balboa' 100.0 
Costa Rica colon 93.4 Paraguay guarani 86.3 
Dominican Republic peso 94.5 Peru sol 91.0 
Ecuador sucre 119.0 Uruguay peso 73.2 
El Salvador colon 101.4 Venezuela bolivar 133.4 
Guatemala quetzal 102.7 Brit, Guiana BÍI dollar 100.4 





AMUS2S BY MAIM EXEENDITUEE GROUPS 
!• Purd;>gLsing TX)wer equivalents 
3h tables 3 to 6, the parity of exchange which applied to total 
expenditure was given. This, by definition, equated the over-all purchasing 
power of the nineteen Latin American currencies. 'Purchasing power equivalents 
expressing the number of currency units necessary to buy a given amount 
of goods or services in each country have also been calculated for main 
expenditure groups. Because of the nvnnber of series involved, the tables 
are not fully reproduced in this chapter but are included in the Statistical 
Annex, However, in order to pBovide an indication of the pattern for each 
country. Table 3L0 presents the purchasing power equivalents in terms of 
the Mexican peso for twelve mai<i expenditure sectors. Similar data in 
terms of the Panamanian bçilboa are given in Table 11. 
It will be observed, by way of example that in June I960 one peso spent 
on Food in Mexico bought as much as 4.79 m$n in Argentina, ̂ 878 Bolivian 
pesos in Bolivia, 11,7 cruzeiros in Brazil, 8.7 guaranis in Paraguay or 
1.96 soles in Peru (the same data being shown in reciprocal form in 
Table VI of the Statistical Annex, where it will be seen that one peso 
spent on food in Argentina could btiy as much as ,209 Mexican pesos, 
Bolivi'án pesos> i^Uk cruzeiros, 1.68 gviaranis, .395 soles and so 
forth). For Clothing and Textiles, on the other hand, one Mexican peso 
in June I960 boxight as much .as 5.68 Argentine pesos, 12.9 cruzeiros, 
8,5 guaranis,. 1.97 soles, ,085 qietzales, or ,176 lenpiras. Similarly 
(from Table 11) one balboa spent in I960.on Clothing corresponded in 
purchasing power to 4.93 Colombian pesos, 1.53 escudos or 4»99 bolivares 




Page 9Ô Table 10 a 
PDRCHASIHG P O M Eaumiiwrs FOR Í-ÍÁ1N EXHMDITURE SECTORS: (a) JUNE i960 
{Units of national ourrenoy per ilexloan peso) 
(1) South ;̂ erlaa 
N. Country Argen- Boli- Bra- Colom- Chi- Ecua- ftra- Peru 
Uru- Vaie-
X tina via zil . bia le dor guay guay zuela 
Currency $B Cr.$ E® S/- Gs, S/o $ Bs, 
Sector \ Exchange rate 6.63 .951 15.0 .51+6 .084 1.45 9.8 2.20 .915 .268 
CONSUME» EXPEMDITUREi TOTAL 5.65 .868 13.7 .589 ,111 1.36 8^7 1.96 
I» Food .878 11.7 •.635 ,090 1,42 8.0 1.89 .726 .532 
II. Beverages 5.23 1.U22 9.9 .87»+ .090 1.74 10.5 2,16 .742 .730 
in« Tobaooo 5.95 .59^ 10.3 .28»+ .107 1.39 8.5 .78 .490 .615 
IV, Clothing, Textiles 5»68 .806 12,9 .iwi .125 1.02 8.5 1.97 .769 .406 
V* Housing 8.36 1.195 19.3 .71+3 .163 1.64 10.6 2.38 .966 .549 
VI. Transport^Canmunicatlon 8*83 .87»+ 21,3 .763 .098 2.04 13.1 2.49 .863 .640 
VII. Personal oare 5.75 1.000 12.1+ .593 ,129 1.63 10.9 2,52 .937 .747 
VIII. Recreation 6.79 13.5 .^38 •.131 1.58 11.0 2.?0 .715 .704 
K . Ooverment services ."463 13.7 .432 .083 0,90 6.2 1,21 .497 .762 
FIXED INVESTOEHT: TOTAL 9,21 .969 16.9 .536 .103 1.27 11.4 2.15 1.101 .391 
X, Construotion 8.39 .830 13.9 .»+55 .084 l,o4 9.8 2,00 .940 .504 
XI. Produoers'equipnent 9.3? l.OÍQ 19.2 .563 .114 1.49 13.4 2.22 l,o4o .263 
XII. Transport equipmsnt ii.éé 1.277 21.H .7^5 .144 1.54 11.8 2,50 1.822 .309 
TOTAL EXParoiTURE 6.10 .878 14.1 .578 .109 1.34 9.0 1.98 .790 .565 
(2) Central America, the Caribbean and ; British Guiana 
\ Country Costa El Sal- Guate- Haiti Hon- Mexico Nica- Pana- Domini-: British \ Rica v&dor mala duras ragua na ocíí Rçpi • Guiana 
\ Cvirrency A G L. $ C$ V . RD$ 
Seotop \ Exchange i^te .532 ,200 .080 .400 ,160 1.00 .58^ .080 .080 .137 
CONSUMER EXPEMDITOREJ TOTAL .611̂  .265 .117 • .480 ,246 1.00 .796 .112 .125 .151 
I. Food .610 .123 .505 ,2¿9 1.00 .844 .115 .139 .138 
11» Beverages 1.51̂ 2 .195 .965 .448 1.00 1.216 .157 .223 .330 
III. Tobaooo , . .827 .158 .122 . 5 4 5 . .081 1.00 .797 .073 .158 .190 
IV, Clothing, Textiles .'+89 .210 .085 .360 .176 1.00 .672 .081 ,090 .120 
v . Housing .771 .221' .130 .505 .312 1.00 .863 .143 .142 .167 
VI, Transport,Conimunlcation »6f¡/ .ifl6 .158 .730 .277 liOO .782 .152 .153 .182 
VII. Personal oare .278 .136 .420 .266 1.00 .815 .120 .106 .121 
VIII. Recreation .573 .2if7 .136 .430 .269 1.00 .747 .105 ,092 .191 
IX. Govement services .451*. .205 .087 .375 .154 1.00 .661 .085 .083 .155 
PECED nWSSH-aiTi TOTAL .550 .081 .380 .176 1.00 .703 .093 ,096 .137 
Construction .593 .195 .083 .375 .187 1,00 .790 .u¿ .102 " .143 
XI. Areducersi equipment .U56 .183 .077 .375. .169 , 1,00 .081. .090 .130 
XII. Transport equipment .632 ,221 .08'+ .400 .153 1.00 .710 .075 .088 .136 




Table 10 b 
PURCHASING m m . EQUmiiEJWS FOR l-hiTM SXPSTOITURE SECTORS t (b) JUNE 19^2 
(ihits of natlong.! currency per Kexlean peso) 
(1) South America 
N. Country Argen- Boli- Bra- Colom- Chi- Ecua- Para- Uru- Vene-
tina via zil bia le dor guay Peru guay zuela 
Currency H$N $B Cr4 $ E* S/- Gs, S/o Bs, 
Sector \Exohange rate 10,81 .951 28.8 .700 .130 1.84 10,1 2.15 .879 ,364 
CONSUMER EXPPDITUHK: TOTAL S»?7 .652 1.45 10,6 2 . 1 3 
Í, Pood 7.86 .967 2 3 . 6 .710 -.108 1,51 10,1 2.11 .874 . 5 C 8 
II, Beverages 21,6 .139 2,00 11.7 2.32 1.147 .852 
III* Tobacco 9.90 ,671* 22,6 , 1 2 7 1,42 5.5 . 8 6 .^83 . 5 8 7 
IV, Clothing, Textiles 10,05 .900 3 6 , 0 .133 1 , 0 9 1 0 , 7 2 , 2 0 1 , 1 2 0 .474 
V, Housing 1.556 38,.»* .815 .195 1 , 7 2 1 2 , 1 2,46 1.433 .¿71 
VI, TransportjConmunicatlon 12,30 .991 28.8 .827 . 1 0 9 2 , 0 9 1 6 , 0 2 . 7 6 l,oo4 . 6 1 0 
VII, Personal care 11.53 1.029 20,2 ,665 ,146 1 . 7 3 13.9 2 , 6 3 1.304 
VIII, Recreation 12,21 .870 25,0 , 7 1 6 .153 1 . 7 2 14,3 3 . 0 2 1 . 0 1 7 . 7 2 8 
IX, Goverment services 5,oé .571 28.5 ,1469 ,100 .97 7.4 1 , 3 0 . & 9 2 , 7 0 3 
FIXED MVESTtlEKTi TOTAL 1,042 33.9 ,572 ,115 1 , 4 5 12,7 2,17 1.247 . 4 1 8 , 
X, Construction 1 2 . 6 9 .97't 32^ .513 ,102 1 . 0 9 11,6 2,04 1 . 2 8 0 
XI, Producers!equipment 1 3 . 1.0H3 35.1 .563 .119 1.79 13.9 2 . 2 2 1 , 6 2 0 . 2 8 5 
XII, Transport equipment 15.31 1'277 35,0 ,801 ,152 1.89 1 3 . 8 2,50 1 . 6 9 5 .4oa 
TOTAL EXHMDITURE 9,57 29.1 ,12ft 1.45 10.3 2.14 1 . 0 4 4 .571: 
(2) Central taerlca, the Caribbean and Briti^ OiU.ana 
Countiy Costa El Sal- Guate- Hait£ Hon- México Nica- ftma* Donint- British 
Rica vador mala duras ragua ma ossi Rep, Guiana 
Currency a G L, $ C$ B/. RD$ Biri$ 
Sector \Exohaiige rate ,532 ,200 .080 .400 , 1 6 0 1,00 .596 .080 .080 .137 
CONSUMER EXMMDITURE: TOTAL .658 . 2 6 3 , 1 1 5 ,480 ,246 1 , 0 0 .803 . 1 1 1 .132 .151 
I, Food , 6 2 5 .309 .121 .505 , 2 5 6 1 , 0 0 - .871 . 1 1 6 .139 
II, Beverages 2.438 .494 .187 .955 .457 1 , 0 0 1 . 1 9 2 ,154 .235 .324 
III, Tobacco .857 .152 .117 .535 .083 1,00 .782 , 0 7 1 .148 .186 
IV, Clothlng,Textlles .497 . 1 9 3 -,084 .395 . 1 9 2 1.00 .687 .083 .118 . 1 2 3 
V, Housing .816 , 2 1 0 .127 .485 . 3 2 2 1.00 .859 .143 .134 . 1 6 6 
VI, Transport.CoiiiBunication ,684 ,4oo .151 .725 .282 1,00 .767 .149 . 1 6 1 .179 
VII, Personal care ,465 .284 . 1 3 0 .415 . 2 7 1 1,00 .796 .118 .134 . 1 1 9 
VIII, Recreátion .591 . 2 5 2 . 1 3 0 .460 . 2 7 4 1,00 .733 . 1 0 3 ,U6 .187 
IX. Govenlient services .472 , 2 0 5 .083 .375 . 1 5 6 1,00 . 6 5 0 .083 .088 .153 
FIXED DJVESÍtíEMT: TOTAL . 6 0 3 . 1 9 6 .080 .380 .178 1.00 .709 . 0 9 9 , 0 9 6 .139 
X, Construction .622 .198 .082 .380 . 1 9 0 • 1.00 .804 .118 . 1 0 3 .14¿ 
- XI, Producersi equipment .536 .183 .077 .375 . 1 6 9 1,00 .580 .081 , 0 9 0 .MO 
XII, Transport equipment . 7 0 1 ,221 .084 .400 .158 1.00 . 7 1 0 .075 .088 .136 
TOTAL EXPEJTOITURE . 6 5 0 ,2^ ,110 ' .465 .237 1.00 .791 .110 .128 .149 
/ T r b l e 1 1 a 
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RJRCHASING POlíER EaUWALEKTS FOR MAI» EXPENDITURE SECtÜHSj (a) JUKE IjéO 
(ünlts ef gurreney por Balboa) 
,(.1).South Amcrlca 
Comtry Argen - Boli- Bra- Colom' - Chl- Ecua- PWa- Uru- Vene-\ tina via zil bia 1» dor e u a y Peru guay zuela 
\ Curreney m $B Cr,$ $ £ 0 s / - Gs. S/o $ Bs. 
Sector \ Exchange rate 82.8 . 11.68 187 6.82 1.053 18.1 122 27.4 • 11.43 3.35 
C0N3ÜI1ER ESCmroiTOREs TOTAL 5Ó.6 7.77 122: 12.2 7 S . 1 7 . 6 6.6ft 534 
1, Pood • iil.3- 7.61 101 5.50 .768 12.3 70 16,4 6.30 4,00 
11, Beverages 33.H 9.06 63 5.58 .571 11.1 67 13.3 4.73 4.Ó5 
i n . Tobacco 81.6 8.15 I ' l l 3.89 1.468 19.0 116 10.6 6.73 6.44 
W . Clothing, Textiles 9.90 159 4.93 1.530 12,6 105 24.2 9.45 4.99 
V« Housing 5 3 . » + . 8.30 13^ 5.19 i.l40 11.5 7 4 lá.6 6.74 4.53 
VI, Tronsport,Conanunloation 58»2 5.76 l l f l 5.03 .648 13.5" 73 16.4 5.69 4.22 
Vll, Personal oare 8.35 103 4,94 1.076 13.6 91 21.0 7.81 6.23 
VIII,. Recreation 61+,? 8.10 129 6.10 1.250 15.2 105 2 7 . 7 6.84 6.73 
K , GovTment servloes 1+7.6 5.^5 162 5.08 1.039 10.6. 72 14.2 5.85 8.96 
FIXED mVESWlENT: TOTjJu Ji+.o 9.89 172 5.46 1.050 13.0 . U6 21.9 11.25 4.00 
X» Construotlon 72.1 7.1'+ 120 3.91 .718 8.9 65 17.2 5.09 4 . 3 3 
XI, Producers'equipment 116,1 12.89 238 6.96 1.409 18.4 166 27 .4 12.66 3.26 
XII, Transport equlpmcsnt 155.8 17.07 286 9.95 1.922 20,6 1 5 7 33.5 2 4 , 3 4 4.13 
TOTAL EXICMDITORE 55.8 8.0»̂  129 5.30 1.000 12,3 8 1 18.1 7.24 5.18 
(z) Central Anerica f t h e Caribbean and British Guiana 
\ Costa El Sal- Guate-
Haiti 
Hon- Nica- Ibna- Domini- Britieh Country Rica vador mpJ.a duras I'iexico ragua ma can Rep. Guiana 
Currency Q a L. •i C$ B/. RD$ 
Sestor \ExehaMge rate 6,65 2 . 5 0 1.000 5.00 2.00 12.49 7 . 3 0 1.00 J.000 1.71 
COKSDMER EXPENDITURE: TOTAL 5.6? 2.38 1.051 4.29 2.20 8.96 7.13 1.00 J.U7 1.40 
I, Pood 5.28 2.63 1.069 4.42 2.33 8.66 7.31 1.00 1.205 1.20 
U , Beverages 9.83 3.28 1.246 6.16 2.86 6.38 7.75 1,00 l.'t23 2.11 
III, Tobacco 11.35 2 . 1 7 1.680 7.45 1.12 13.72 10.94 1.00 2.163 2 . 6 0 
IV. Clothing, Textiles 6,00 2.58 l . o i + l 4.42 2.16 12.29 8.26 1,00 1,109 1 . 4 8 
V, Housing 5.38 1.5^ .911 3.54 2.18 6.98 6,02 1,00 . 9 9 5 1.17 
V l . T r o n s p o r t ^ C o c n u n l c a t l o n ' í . ^ ó 2.7^ l.O ît 4.82 1.62 6.59 5.16 1.00 1.009 l . Z O 
vn. Personal care 3.78 2.32 1.137 • 3.50 2.22 5.34 6.80 1.00 .885 1.01 
VIII, R e c r e a t i o n 5.«+8 2.36 1.296 4.12 2.57 9.56 7.14 1.00 .876 1.62 
IX, Goverment services 5.3»* 2M • 1.024 4,41 1.81 11.76 7.77 1.00 . 9 7 3 1.82 
FIXED raVESB-SEUT: TOTAL 5.62 1.97 .825 3.86 1.80 10.21 H â 1.00 .976 1.40 
X, Construction 5.10 1.68 .721 3.20 l¡6o 8 . 6 0 6.80 1.00 .875 1.23 
XI, Producers'equipment 5.63 2.26 .945 •4.66 2.08 12.36 7.17 1.00 1.107 1.61 
XII, Transport equipment 3.00 • 1.118 5.38 2.12 13.36 9.50 1.00 1 . 1 5 0 1.62 
TOTAL EXPENDITURE 5.52 2.33 1.025 4.24 2.16 9.14 7.14 1.00 1 . 1 0 1 1.36 
/Treble lib 
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RJRCHASING IDVJER EaUIVALQITS POH MAIN EXmiDITURE SECTORS :(b) JUIJE Ijéa 
(Units of currency per Balboa) 













1« dor guay 
E» S/- Gs, 











COHSWIER KPENDITUREi TOTAL 80.5 8 . 9 0 2 ^ 5-85 1 . 1 6 6 1 3 . 0 98 19.1 9,09 5.3^ 
I. Pood 67.8 8.35 204 6 . 1 2 .935 1 3 . 0 87 1 8 . 2 7.5^ 4.38 
II. Beverages 1 0 . 5 0 Ito 6 . 1 7 . 9 0 6 1 3 . 0 76 15.1 7.46 
III. Tobacco 138.5 9M 316 4,30 1.776 19.9 77 12.0 6 . 7 6 5.21 
IV. Clothing, Textiles 1 2 6 . 0 10.83 5.37 1.596 1 3 . 1 128 26.5 13.54 5.70 
V. Housing 8 0 . 2 1 0 , 3 0 268 5.71 1^365 12.1 85 17.2 •10c46 4 . 7 0 
VI, Transport,Coinmunlcation 82.7 6 . 6 7 I9I+ 5.56 .73»̂  14.1 108 18.6 6.75 4.10 
VII. Personal care 98.0 8.75 171 5.65 1.2^7 14.7 IIÔ 2 2 , 3 1 1 . 0 9 0.34 
VIII. Recreation 1 1 9 . 0 8.^8 2144 6.98 1.489 16C 8 139 29.5 9.91 7CIO 
EC. Goverment services 60,6 6.16 3IH 5 . 6 2 1.197 11.6 68 1 5 . 6 8 . 2 9 8<42 
FIXED INVESTME3W: TOTAL 135.7 M S-ííP. 1.16{} 129 2 2 . 0 1 2 . 6 3 
X . Construction 1 0 7 . 2 8 . 2 3 277 4.3H .866 902 98 17,2 10.82 4^33 
X I . Producers' equipment 168.5 12.89 431+ 6 . 9 6 1.466 2 2 . 1 1 7 2 27.4 1 2 . 6 0 3.57 
X I I . Transport equipment 20ÍF.5 1 7 . 0 7 IT67 1 0 , 7 2 2 . 0 3 3 2 5 . 2 184 33.5 2 2 . 6 5 ' 5.45 
TOTAL EXPEt®ITURE . , £ 2 f 2 265 5.FL4 1 . 1 6 3 1^.2 - 2 2 I?-.,?, 9.?2 5 . 2 1 












con Hep* Guicua 
\ Curren<^ ÍÍ a 0 L $ C$ B/. RD$ BWI$ 
Sector \Exchange rate 6.65 2.50 1.000 5.00 2.00 12,49 7.45 1 . 0 0 1.000 1.71 
CONSUMER EXPEMDITURE: TOTAL 2 . 3 6 1.0 2g 4.30 2.21 8.98 7.46 1.00 1.18fl h2¿ • 
I. Pood 2 . 6 7 1.042 4.38 2,21 8.63 7.52 1 . 0 0 1.243 1 . 2 0 
II. Beverages 15.85 3.21 1.2X4 6 . 2 0 2,97 6 , 5 0 7.75 1 . 0 0 1.526 2 . 1 1 
III. Tobacco 11.99 2.12 1 . 6 3 7 7.51 1,16 13.99 10.94 1.00 2.073 2 . 6 0 
IV. Clothing, textiles 5.97 2.32 1.014 4.74 2,31 1 2 , 0 3 8 . 2 6 1.00 1.417 1.48 
V. Housing 5.72 1.47 .892 3-39 2,25 7,00 6 . 0 2 1.00 .938 1.17 
VI. Transport,Coinmunioation4,6o 2.70 1.018 4,86 1.90 6 , 7 2 5.16 1.00 1.082 1.20 
VII. Personal care 3.95 2.41 1,108 3.53 2.31 8.50 6.77 1,00 1.142 1 . 0 1 
VlII, Recreation 5.76 2.46 1.264 4.46 2,67 9.75 7.34 1.00 1 . 1 2 9 1,82 
K . Goverment services 5.66 2.46 .996 4.48 1.87 11.97 7.78 1.00 1 . 0 5 0 1.83 
PIXE3) IKVESTHENT: TOTAL 6 . 1 0 1-?? 1 0 . 1 3 7.18 1.00 . 9 7 6 1 . 4 o 
X. Construction 5 . 2 6 1.68 . 6 9 1 3.21 1 . 6 0 8.45 • 6 . 8 0 1.00 .875 1 . 2 3 
XI. Producers' equipmenlí 5 . 6 3 2Í26 .945 4.66 2.08 1 2 . 3 6 7.17 1.00 1 . 1 0 7 1 . 6 1 
X I I . Transport equipmait 9.37 2 . 9 6 1.118 5.38 2.12 13.36 9.49 1.00 1.180 1.82 




Again, for Inves-fanent in Peru it was necessary to spend 
27,400 soles on Producer»s Eq\iipment in I960 as against 33,500 soles 
on Transport Equipment (but only 17,200 solea on Construction) in 
oilier to obtain quantities equal to those obtainable in Panama with 
1,000 balboas. 
The purchasing power equivalents may be related to each other so 
as to make a direct comparison of cotintries independent of Mexico or 
Panama, Thus, (from Table 10) 11,7 cruzeiros in June 19Ó0 bought as 
much food as 1,2̂ 2.sucres in Ectiador, ,726 pesos in Uruguay, ,610 colones 
in Costa Rica or ,139 pesos in the Dominican Republic, 
Tables 10 and 11 also provide the pvirchasing povier equivalents in 
June i960 as well as June 1962, It vas, for exajiçile, necessary to spend 
195 escudos in June 1962 to get an amount of Housing and household 
equipment in Chile.for which only I63 escudos were needed in I96O, 
Care must, however, be exercised in making such comparisons since the 
changes in the price structure of the. country used as the reference point 
can well influence the results, Thus, in June I960, 1,000 Mexican pesoa 
bought as much Construction as 13,900 cruzeiros; in Jxine 1962, 
1,000 Mexican pesos bovight as much as 32>800 cruzeiros. However, since 
prices of construction materials fell in Mexico between I960 and 1962, 
more construction could be bou^t for 32,800 cruzeiros in June 1962 than 
was possible with 13,900 cruzeiros in I960, The purchaáng Jpower in 
1962 relative to I960 is better compared for individvial groups on the 
basis of a country in which prices were stable during the period under 
review - I^nama being probably the most suitable for this purpose (in 
the example quoted^ 277,000. cruzeiros in June 1962 bought an amount of 
construction which cost 120,000 cruzeiros in Jtme I960 - both being 
equivalent to a sum of money - 1,000 balboas which maintained an equal 




2, Price relatives (at" prevailing exchange rates) 
3h order to express da^a in the form of price relatives, the 
piirchasing power equivalents for each group have been compared with 
the free market rate - in this way providing a set of indexes similar 
in presentation and in msmner of interpretation to those shown for 
total ê çenditiire in Table 7. The reciprocal arrangonents of indexes 
for main groups in all countries are included in the Statistical Annex, 
However, in order to present a synthesis of the data. Table 12 has been 
compiled viierein for twelve main sectors of expenditvire.the prices in 
each country are expressed relative to.piãces in Mexico, 
When a given country is, however, used as a base or reference point, 
the price level for each item or group of items in that country is 
automatically placed at lOOj and the "cheapness" or "expensiveness" of 
the item there is not taken into account. Price levels for other countries 
which are related to the given country are accordingly at a comparatively 
low level for items which are expensive in the base country and at a 
comparatively high level for the items which are cheap in the base country. 
To overcome this disadvantage, a further set of data has been 
elaborated in vdiich the average of the prices in all nineteen Latin American 
countries has been used as base - Table 13 - showing for each of the 
twelve expendittjre groups the relationship which prices in each country , 
(including Mexico) bore to the average of prices for the same group 
in the vôiole region. 
Thus, the June I960 price of Foods in Argentina (converted in 
accordance vdth free market rates of exchange) was 61 per cent of the 
average price for. Latin America, in contrast to 163 per cent in the 
case of Venezuela, per cent for the Dcaninican Republic and 139 per 
cent for Honduras. (For all South American countries except Venezuela, 
prices were below the regional average, while for Central America and the 
Caribbean, all except Mexico and Costa Rica were above that average). 
For Beverages and Tobacco the price levels reflect to a considerable 
extent the tax policies which applied in each country. In the case of 




Table 11 a 
MICE BELATIVES AT FREE M/JUCET' PuVTES OP EXCHANGE j (a) JUNE IJFIO 
f Indexes; Hoxlco as lOO) 
(l) South America 

















CONSUMER EXPENDITURE: TOTAL 85 •MM» 91 91 107 139 ñ 89 â2 8 1 221 
I» Food 72 92 78 1 1 6 1 1 2 98 82 86 W 197 
11, Beverages 79 150 66 159 1 1 2 120 108 98 81 270 
III. Tobaooo 90 62 , 69 52 134 96 87 35 53 1Ô2 
17, Clothing, Textiles 86 85 86 73 156 71 87 90 84 150 
V, Housing 126 126 129 135 204 113 108 108 105 240 
VI, Transport,CoTnnvmlcation 133 92 139 122 I4l 114 113 94 237 
VII, Personal eare 88 105 83 108 l6l 112 112 U 4 102 277 
VIII, Recreation 102 89 90 1 1 6 164 109 112 132 78 2ál 
EC, Govement servloes 61 49 92 78 104 62 63 55 54 282 
FIXED DIVESTiniMTi TOTAL m 102 112 J 8 123 J â 116 J 8 120 146 
X, Construction 126 87 93 83 100 72 101 91 103 188 
XI, producers' oqulpoent 142 110 128 103 136 103 137 101 114 98 
XII, Transport equlpoieit 176 13!̂  11+3 136 171 107 121 114 199 115 
TOTAL EXPENDITDRE 92 92 Jl 136 93 92 J O J i 209 
(2) Ceitral America, the Carlbbeaa and British Gulena 
Expenditure Sector Costa El Sal- Guate- Haiti Hon- Mexi CO nica- fena-Domini- British Rica vador mala duras ragua ma can Rep, Guiana 
CONSUMER EXREHDITURE: TOTAL 116 132 II+6 120 154 100 137 l4o 108 
I, Food 115 152 126 168 100 146 144 174 98 
II, Beverages 291 257 2lilt 241 280 100 210 196 279 236 
III, Tobacco 1 5 6 79 152 136 51 100 137 91 198 136 
IV, Clothing, Textiles 92 105 106 90 110 100 116 101 112 86 
V, Housing 1H6 no 162 126 1 9 5 . IflO 149 179 178 119 
VI, Tran^crt,Conimunlcatlon 128 208 198 182 173 .100 135 190 1 9 1 130 
VII, Personal care 86 139 1 7 0 105 166 100 i4o 1 5 0 132 86 
VIII, Recreation 108 1 7 0 108 168 100 129 131 1 1 5 136 
IX, Goverment services 86 102 109 94 96 100 114 106 104 111 




















XI. ft^duoero'oqulpmcnt 86 91 96 94 106 100 99 1 0 1 112 95 
XII, Transport equipment 120 1 1 0 1 0 1 101 99 100 1 2 1 93 110 39 




Table 12 b 
IRICE REHiATmS AT FREE MARKET R/vTES OP EXCHANGE : (b) JUNE 19^2 
(faideacest Mexloo m 100) 
(1) Sou1¡h Aíaerloa 




















1 0 2 82 1 0 1 83 82 1 0 0 99 99 141 
II. Beverages 170 75 135 1 0 7 1 0 9 116 1 0 9 1 3 0 2 3 7 
III, Tobacco 92 71 78 m 98 77 ko 55 163 
17. Clothing, Textiles 98 95 125 etr 102 59 loé 1 0 3 128 1 3 2 
V« Housing lo6 133 116 1 5 0 9^ 120 115 170 186 
VI. TraneportyComnrunioa.tloii 1 lli^ loit 1 0 0 135 8»* Ilk 159 1 2 9 114 169 
Vir. Personal oare 113 1 0 8 7 0 95 112 138 1 2 3 148 2 0 7 
VIII, Recreation 113 92 87 1 0 2 118 ^ 141 lifl U 6 2 0 2 . 
IX, Goverment services ^ 99 67 7? 53 73 él 79 195 
FIXED DJVESTMEOT: TOTAL 110 
a 
82 §8 79 I2é 101 142 115 
X, Construction 117 102 lUt 73 78 59 115 95 146 I4l 
XI, nroduoers' equipment 12é 110 122 80 91 97 138 1 0 3 1 1 6 79 
XII, Tran^ort eqiillOiait llf2 110 122 111* 1 1 7 1 0 3 136 117 193 112 
TOTAL EXPEMDITURE 89 105 101 J1 98 79 IOS 1 0 0 H 
(2) Central Amerloa, the Caribbeon and Britli^ Guiana ... 
Costa El Sal' - Guate- Hon- Nica- Itoa- Domini-• British 
Expenditure Seotor Rlea vador niala 
Haiti duras Hexieq , ragua ma' can Rep* Guiana 
CONSlS'fflR EXPENDITURE: TOTAL 
M t 
132 120 100 jgjf i S i§5 m 
I, Pood 1 1 8 1 9 + 1 5 1 126 1 6 0 100 11+5 li+5 180 99 
II, Beverages 2^7 23'<- 239 236 100 199 1 9 2 2 9 3 231 
III, Tobaooo lé2 7 6 I W 1311 5 2 100 1 3 0 89 185 1 3 3 
IV, Clothing» Textiles 96 105 99 1 2 0 100 Ilk loif 148 8 8 
V, Rousing 1 0 5 1 5 9 121 2 0 1 100 lk3 179 1 6 8 119 
VI, TransportyCommunication 129 200 189 181 176 100 128 I 8 é 201 128 
VII, Personal care 88 m 2 1 6 2 10<4 169 100 133 148 168 85 
VIII. Recreation 112 126 1 6 2 1 1 5 1 7 1 100 1 2 2 1 2 9 145 134 
IX, Goverment services 89 102 vh ^ 98 1(X) 108 104 110 1 0 9 
PDCED INVESÍMBWTi TOTAL H 5 J 8 J 5 95 111 100 i i a m 120 101 
X, Construction 118 99 95 96 1 1 9 100 135 147 129 1 0 7 
XI. Rroducers* equipmeKt 101 9 1 96 ^ 1 0 6 100 9 7 101 112 95 
XII, Transport equipment 133 110 101 101 99 100 1 1 9 9 3 110 99 
TOTAL EXPENDITURE 123 1 2 7 " IE lié 1 0 0 132 IJ7 léO 1 0 6 
/Table 13 a 
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Table 1;3 a 
PRTCE RELATIVES AT FREE lUPJCET RATES OP EXCHANGE ! (a) JUlffi Ijéo 
(Indexosi avprôea of Latin toorlocJi countrlos « lòo) 
(1) South tooriea 
Argen- Boli- Bra- Colom® Chi» Ecua- PÉira-> Uru- Veiie-
Eapendlture Seotop tina via zil bla le dor guay Peru guay zuela 
CONSroiER EXraroiTUREt TOTAL n 76 76 E 115 78 7^ 67 183 
I, Pood 61 76 6k 95 9é. . 81 72 71 éé lé3 
II. Beverages 85 38 91 04 68 Ó 1 56 k6 151+ 
III, Tobacco 87 él 67 50 1 3 0 93 52 1 7 6 
OT. Clothing, Textiles 80 79 80 68 1 U 6 66 81 83 78 2 6 6 
V, Housing 87 37 89 93 Ikl 78 75 75 73 léé 
VI, Transport,Coniinunlcation 89 62 96 93 82 95 76 76 6 3 159 
VII. Personal oare 67 82 6k 8»̂  125 87 87 89 79 215 
VIII. Recreation 81 70 71 93 1 2 9 86 88 104 6 1 2 0 6 
K . Govonnent services 6k 51 96 82 1 0 9 65 éé 58 • 57 2 9 6 
PKED IWVESÍlIEIIT: TOTAL M 22 1 0 1 89 111 21 § i 1 0 8 1 3 2 
X, Construction l ié 80 85 77 92 66 93 94 173 
XI. Producers' equipment 131 102 118 95 125 95 1 2 7 93 105 91 
XII. Transport Equipment lUo 107 11"+ 109 137 85 96 91 159 92 
TOTAL EXP0!DITURE _77 _78 J9 J 7 115 78 J1 76 72 176 


















CONSUIER EXPEirornjRE: TOTAL 96 1 1 0 1 2 1 1 0 0 128 83 I M H I 130 
I. Pood 95 125 127 lOé 1 3 9 83 1 2 0 1 1 9 144 65 
II , Beverages lé5 Iké 139 137 1 5 9 57 119 1 1 2 159 134 
III. Tobacco 151 77 148 132 4 9 97 133 89 1 9 2 132 
IV. Clothing, Textiles 86 98 99 86 1 0 3 93 108 9^ 1 0 5 80 
v. Housing 1 0 1 7é 112 .87 1 3 5 é9 103 124 1 2 3 82 
VI, Trpjisport,Cotmuni6&tlon 86 lito 133 Í22 1 1 6 67 90 1 2 8 1 2 8 87 
VII. Persohal care éé 108 1 3 2 Â I 1 2 9 78 1 0 9 l ié 1 0 3 67 
VIII, Recreation 85 98 134 85 1 3 3 79 1 0 2 1 0 5 9 1 1 0 8 
EC, Govenaent services 90 108 114 98 101 1 0 5 120 1 1 2 " 1 0 9 lié 
PEED EWESttlENTs TOTAL ñ J 7 8Ó 8é J 9 - 2 2 108 110 1 0 8 • 5 0 
X. Construction 10!+ 90 86 86 1 0 7 9 2 124 133 117 96 
XI. Producers'equipment 79 8^ 88 87 98 92 9 2 93 1 0 3 88 
XII, Transport equipment 9é 88 80 80 79 80 97 75 88 79 
TOTAL EXPENDITURE 9é 107 118 97 124 8^ 1 1 6 12é 89 
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Table 13 b 
PRICE RELATIVES AT FREE líARKET RATES C®" EXCHAl̂ GE : (b) JUNE I962 
(indwesss average of Latin Amerloan oountrles » lOO) 
(1) South Anierloe. 

















COKSWim KraUITURE: T O m 7 0 88 83 78 ñ 66 88 84 97 039 
I, Pood 62 86 69 85 70 ^ 84 83 84 119 
II. Beverages 91 Uo 73 57 58 6 2 58 7 0 127 
III, Tobacco 73 80 1 0 0 79 56 41 56 167 
IV, Clothing, Textiles 93 89 138 6o 9 6 56 99 97 120 124 
V, Housing 75 115 82 icé 66 85 81 120 1 3 1 
VI, Traiisport,Coiamunicatlon 80 73 7 0 83 59 80 111 90 80 1 1 9 
VII, Personal care 89 85 55 75 88 74 108 97 117 1 6 3 
VIII, Recreation 89 72 69 81 108 74 1 1 2 111 91 1 6 0 
IX, Goverment services 52 éo 110 74 85 59 81 67 87 2 1 7 
PDCED IMVESTIEHT: TOTAL 11¿ 1 0 1 25 -81 21 1 1 6 J1 131 1 0 6 
X, Construction 1 0 7 54 lOlf 67 7 2 54 1 0 5 87 1 3 3 1 2 9 
XI, Producers'equlpmait 122 loé 118 78 88 94 134 1 0 0 112 76 
XII. Trcnsport equipment 120 9^ 1 0 3 97 99 88 116 99 164 95 
TOTAL BCPEtroiTURE _75 90 J6 78 64 67 92 65 135 
(2) Central America, the Caribbean and British Guiana 
Costa El Sal- Guato- Hon- Nloa- Jfena- Domini- British Expenditure Sector Rica vador mala Haiti duras Ke:aco rsgus. ma can Rep, Guiana 
CONSiaiER E::mroiT®E; TOTAL 105 l U 121 101 130 64 IE 139 91 
1, Food 99 130 127 107 135 F 122 1 2 2 151 8^ 
II, Beverages 2U7 132 125 128 153 54 107 1 0 3 157 124 
111, Tobacco 165 78 150 1 3 7 53 102 133 9 1 189 136 
IV, Clothing, Textiles 88 91 99 93 113 94 108 9 7 139 83 
V, Housing 1 0 3 112 85 142 70 101 126 118 84 
VI, Transport,Coiiimunlcatlon 91 iHo 1 3 2 1 2 7 124 70 9 0 1 3 1 l4l 9 0 
VII. Personal care 69 112 128 81 133 79 104 1 1 6 1 3 2 67 
VIII, Recreation 88 100 128 91 135 79 97 1 0 2 115 1 0 6 
E:. Goverment Services 99 i m 1 1 5 104 108 111 1 2 0 1 1 5 122 121 
PECED INVESTMENT: TOTAL 105 J O M J â 1 0 2 J 2 1 1 0 114 111 93„ 
X, Construction 108 90 87 88 108 91 1 2 3 135 118 97 
XI, Producers'equipment 97 88 93 91 1 0 2 97 94 98 108 9 2 
XII, Transport equipment 113 9H 86 86 84 85 1 0 1 79 94 84 




costs in certain coimtries - Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Peru and Mexico 
being specially cheap in both of the periods under review. 
Prices of Clotjjijn̂  in June I960 were little different in Central 
American and Caribbean countries from those applicable to most parts 
of South America, except Chile and Venezuela, For 1962, however, the 
devaltiation of the currencies of the latter two countries changed the 
position considerablyj and at free market rates of exchange, Chile was 
4 per cent below the regional average, while Venezuela was only 24 per 
cent higher (as compared with 39 per cent for the Dominican Republic 
and 20 per cent for Uruguay), Significant changes also occured in the 
case of Brazil (which vdth an especially high price increase for this 
group was in mid-JL962 some 18 per cent above the regional average instead 
of being 20 per cent below it). 
For Housing). Venezuela and Chile were in June I960 again the most 
expensive countries; but in Jime 1962, at free market rates of average, 
Venezuela was second to Hondtiras, Chile was in turn exceeded by Panama, 
Uruguay, (vàiich had been cheapest in I960) the Dominican Republic, 
Bolivia, Guatemala and Costa Rica, The indexes are, however, subject to 
an appreciable margin of error because of the difficulty in assessing 
average rentals - particularly in the cotmtries where rent controls were 
enforced, {hi general, ECIA data are based on no»-controlled rents), 
Transijort . services in I960 were notably cheap in Bolivia, Uruguay, . 
Mexiw), Paraguay, Peru and Chile - again being most eijqjçnsive in Venezuela, 
in Centsral America and in the Caribbean area. For 1962, with an index of 
59 CMle became easily the cheapest - the next being Brazil and Mexico 
(70), Bolivia (73), and Argentina,. Ectiador and Uruguay (all 80), As 
will be pointed out later, however, different price relatives applied to 
the component product - classes within this group - the operation of 
private transport being eaqjensive in those countries ̂ Aiere public 
transportation was cheap and vice versa. 
Personal Care and Recreation were two expenditure sectors with a 
similar pattern of price relatives - expensive countries in I960 being 
Venezuela, Guatanala, Honduras and Chile, For 1962, little change in 




replaced Chile - prices in the latter country now being at levels 
similar to those prevailing in Mexico, Haiti, Costa Rica and the 
various South American countries. 
Data for Government Services are based on salaries applicable 
to selected occupations or professions, and prices for non-investment 
goods purchased by Gtovemments, Unfortunately, not ali coioiitries 
replied to ECIA*s questionnaire on salaries; and information for 
Argentina, Brazil, Haiti, Mexico and the Dominican Republic had to be 
estimated on the basis of other information available to ECIA, Difficulties 
also exist with regard to the comparability of the services concemed, 
and the figures given in this study should be used with considerable 
caution,. The relative price level for Mexico, for example, is probably 
too high, and that for Argentina possibly too low. Generally speaking, 
however, the price or cost pattern was siniilar to that applicable to 
private consumer expenditure. That is to say, the levels in South 
American countries (except Chile and Venezuela) in I960, were lower that 
in Central America or the Caribbean. Similarly in 1962, little significant 
change is apparent in the relative position, except for those countries 
váiere marked price rises occurred without corresponding currency 
devaluation, or vice versa (Uruguay and Paraguay on the one hand, and 
Chile, Ecuador, and Venezuela on the other being notable examples), 
Sxanmarizing Total Consumer Expenditure, it may be said that for 
June i960, the level of prices in Mexico and all South American countries 
except Chile and Venezuela were 15 to 30 per cent below the regional 
average, vàiile Central America and Caribbean cotintries were mostly 
grouped some 10 to 30 per cent above it. The 1962 position was little 
different for the latter group of countries; but rising prices, sometimes 
vdth and sometimes without con^esponding currency devaluation, changed 
the relative position of many South American countries. In the case of 
Chile for instance, the mid-1962 price level at free market exchange 
rates approximated that of other cotantries in the South American zone 
(instead of being substantially higher). Price levels also fell for 
Colombia and Ecuador as vrell as Venezuela; but for Bolivia, Brazil, 
Paraguay, Peru and in particular Uruguay they were f3rom 7 to 10 per cent 




For Ijjivestment a marked reversal of the price situation which 
applied to Consxjmer Expendittire is apparent. Instead of being more 
expoisive at free market rates of exchange, pilces in Central America 
and the Caribbean coiintries are nov; seen to be equal to or less than 
those applicable for most South American countries, Coxxntries with 
per capita incomes were generally the ones where price levels were 
lowest. Countries with hi^er per capita income, such as Uruguay, 
Argentina, Chile, Venezuela, Brazil and Panama were those with highest 
relative prices. Exceptions were Paraguay, liicaragua and the Dominican 
Republic - high construction costs in the two latter countries contributing 
to unusually hi^ price levels for the investment sector. Construction 
was also expensive in Costa Rica and Honduras, but relative low prices 
for machinery and equipment reduced their I960 investment price indexes 
to levels compatible with those in other Central American coxontries. It 
should be noted, however, that the devaluation vdiich took place in 1961 
increased the cost of imported equipment in Costa Rica and raised its 
investment-cost index appreciably. 
Producers Btauipment was, in June I960, most expensive in Argentina, 
followed by Paraguay, Chile and Brazil (the higji costs in Paraguay being 
attributable to greater freight costs, customs duties and an exchange 
surcharge of some 25 per cent). Cheapest countries were those without 
protective customs tariffs and wiidi relatively cheap freight costs (most 
Central American countries falling into this category), ]Qi two instances, 
Colombia and Ecuador, (also Venezuela in 1962) the low price level was 
in part due to the preferential exchange rates applicable to imports of 
machinery - the official rather than the free maricet rate applying to 
most purchases of this kind. 
Transport Equiment was subject to high fiscal tariffs in most 
latin American countries, particularly Argentina, Brazil and Chile where 
tariffs also had a protective aspect (local production at comparatively 
high costs replacing imports for many types of vehicles)» Cheapest 
countries were, once again, those in Central America and the Caribbean, 
together with Ecuador and. (in contrast to the situation for other types 
of expenditure) Venezuela, 
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Chapter III 
COMPARATIVE PRICE STRUCTURES (AT PARITY EXCHANGE RATES) 
1. Relative price levels for main expenditure sectors 
0nc9 parity exchange rates have been established for the various 
coimtries, these can be used to measure in a more satisfactory form: 
(a) the dispersion of price levels for different items in a particular 
country; and (b) the comparative price structure for similar items in 
all the countries concerned. In order to do this and place prices at 
levels relative to (i) the average prices of all items in the same 
country; . and <ii) the average of all prices for the same item in other 
countries, a further tabulation was made in which the parity exchange 
rates were used to eixpress all expenditures in a common currency.^'^ 
Average expaiditure for each group of items was then calculated and 
expenditure for given items or groups of items in the individual cçuntries 
was expressed relative to that average so as to provide a set of price 
relatives at parity r?ites of exchange. 
It follows that, since a common basket of commodities was used 
for all countides (quantities being identical, and prices being converted 
in accordance with the parity exchange rates) the aggregate expenditure 
for each country must be the same.^^ 
The aggregate expenditure cajnbe considered as 100 in all countries 
so as to express all data in index, form. The average of the price rela-
tives for each particular group is, by definition, also equal to 100, 
¿9/ Any of the nineteen currencies would serve for this purpose as the 
parity rates are nrutually convertible. In practice, the Mexican 
peso was used, 
¿0/ By definition, the parity rate is that vMch equates the cost of 






Any deviation from the «rórage price level for an individual item or 
group of items in any country vd,ll now be indicated by an index which is 
greater or less than 100 for tbe iton or the group concemed. The indexes 
thus show simultaneously: . (a) the ratio vtóch the price of an item 
has to the price of the same item in all other countries; and (b) the 
deviation of the price of the item concerned ftom the general price level 
of a particular country, 
, These data are given in Table 14. The weighting pattern in the 
table, it may be observed, reflects the share of each group in the tdial 
ê qjenditure, valued in accordance, with the parity oxcliange rates. Tnough 
implicit in previous calculations, these weights could not be explicitly 
quantified in percentage value terms until the parity exchange rates had 
been determined. 
Data for both June I960 and June 19t2 are presented, but it must 
once more be pointed oat that only in the case of Argentina, Brazil, 
Chile, Paraguay, Urtiguay artí (for investment goods) Mexico, wei^ the 
two sets of figures calculated independently. For other countries, 
data were collected in one of the years^^ and were estimated for the 
other year in accordance with various price indexex. Notwithstanding 
the fact that in nearly all such cases changes in domestic prices were 
negligible (the exceptions being Bolivia with a 16 per cent incidas 
between I960 and 1962, Colanbia 10 per cent, Ecuador, Peru and Costa Rica 
7 per cent, and the Dominican R^ublic 5 per cent), caution should be 
exercised in relating the figures of one year in Table 14 to those of 
another. 
Comments in this chapter will accordingly be limited to data 
for June I960, except for countries v;here price information was specially 
collected in both years. 
51/ See Technical Notes, Section 2, 
52/ Percentage figures relate to a composite index in which prices of 
investment goods are combined with those for consumer goods and 
services. Levels may therefore differ fiom national cost of living 




Table itf a 
COMPARATIVE PRICE STRUCTURES AT PARITY RATES OP EXCHAî GE: (a) JUIffi I560 
(Indexes: average ef ihe countries a 100) 
(1) South America 
Eapendlture Sector Weight Argen- Boll» Bra= C010E= Chile Eoua® Para- Peru Uru" Vene-tina Via 2II tola dor . sway guiiy zuels 
CONSUMER EXPENDITURE: TOTAL 22 m. 101 100 101 ñ lp4 
I, Pood 32.7 78 99 82 109 82 105 89 95 91 93 
II. Beverages 5? 112 49 105 57 89 81 76 65 89 
nr. Tobacco 1.4 112 78 84 56 112 118 108 45 71 125 
17, Clothing, Textiles 10.7 109 107 107 81 133 . 89 111 116 113 84 
V . Housing lé.3 112 112 112 105 122 100 96 93 ICO 94 
V r . Transport,Coniraunloatlons 3.5 115 79 120 105 71 120 98 100 86 90 
VII, Personal care 5.4 87 106 82 95 109 112 112 113 109 123 
VIII. Recreation 3.1 105 91 90 lo4 112 111 114 137 85 117 
IX, Goverment services 10.3 85 68 126 96 104 cs 08 79 81 173 
PIXED IHVESTtlEMT: TOTAL isi m 122 Ji c Ú 121 m 142 Jl 
X, Construction 6.h 147 101 106 84 83 117 108 127 96 
xr, IVoducers'equipment 4.6 158 122 140 100 107 113 153 115 135 48 
XII, Transport equipment 2.2 168 128 134 113 116 101 115 111 202 48 
TOTAL EXPENDITURE 100.0 100 100 100 100 • 100 100 100 100 100 100 
(2) Central America, the Caribbesr. and British Guiana 
Weight Costa El Sal- Guate- Haiti Hon- Mexico Nica- P&na- Domlni- Avcrogo 
Ejgjendlture Sector ^ y Rica vador mala duras ragua ma ccn Rep. 
CONSUMER EXPENDITURE: TOTAL 86. R 101 lo4 104 104 21 M l 102 102 100 
r. Food 32.7 100 118 109 109 114 99 107 105 115 100 
II, Beverages 3.4 177 l4o 121 • 144 132 69 108 99 128 100 
HI. Tobacco 1.4 158. 71 126 135 4o 115 117 77 151 100 
IV. Clothing, Textiles 10.7 95 96 88 91 87 117 101 87 88 100 
V. Housing 16.3 105 71 96 90 109 82 90 108 97 100 
VI, TraneportjCommunicatlon 3,5 90 129 112 125 93 79 79 110 101 100 
VII. Personal care 5.4 70 101 113 84 105 93 97 102 82 100 
VIII. Recreation 3.1 89 91 114 87 107 94 90 90 72 100 
IX. Goverment services 10.3 97 104 100 104 84 129 109 100 88 • 100 
PIXED INVESTMENT: TOTAL 13.2 n JSL Ji JL Ji 102 J1 -22 Si 100 
X. Construction 6,4 105 82 79 86 85 107 108 114 91 100 
xr, R?oduoers'equipment 4,6 78 74 70 84 74 103 76 76 77 100 
XII. Transport equipment 2,2 92 76 66 76 59 88 80 6o 65 100 
TOTAL iXmiDITURE 100.0 100 100 K>0 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
^ Percentages are based on per cepita expenditure averaged for the nineteen countries (if based on acgregate 
expenditure in those countries, different percentages would be obtained). 
/Table 14b 
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CCMPARATIVE HUGE STRUCTOTES AT ft'JUTY RATES OP EXCHAÍ!GE: (b) JUNE 1562 
(indexejBt averbe* of the oauntgUea a lOO) 
(1) boâfch Áñarléa 











CONSQMER EXFQIDITURE: TOTAL 92 lOi» 95 101 100 98 "95 97- 100 102 
I, Pood 82 100 81 111 85 OT 93 • .19 " F 89 
11, Beverages 65 : . 105 •48 97 71 . . 90 70 71 97 
111, Tobacco 126 82 95 58 121 119 61 49 • 56 125 
IV, Clo-aling, Teartlles l o o 138̂  • 7 7 • 116^ 83 1 0 9 . U 5 1 1 9 9 2 
V, Housing 99 129 . 109 • 1 0 5 . 127 , 98 9 2 95 118 97 
VI. TranaportyConuaunioation 1 0 6 82 82 1 0 7 ' 71 119 122 > 1 0 7 ; .79 88 
VII, Personal care' 112 96 . 61» 96. 107 110 118 114 115 121 
VIII, Recreation 119 81 80 l o i t 112 111 122 132 9 1 1 1 9 
DC, Goveraent servioes 70 • 68 1 2 9 97 • 103 -88 . 90 M; , .88 1 6 3 
PKED INVEStlffiNTi TOTAL iita - .110 . . 1 2 2 ^ 1 0 6 -I2it m Mi JZ 
X, Constmction i m l o i f 1 2 0 85 05 • 8Ò ^113 - • 101 1 2 9 95 
XI, Pwduoers'equipomt' 1 5 5 • m 1 3 2 • 96 102 135 V t o . . 1 1 3 1 0 7 55 
XII, Transport equliimoit 1 5 2 121 . ,113. , 1^3 120 111 153 68 
TOTAL EKParoiTURE 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 i o b iòò i o o • i b o • i o o • 1 2 2 1 2 2 
• 4 .u.: 
( 2 ) Central Amerloa, the Caribbean and British Guiana-
EjQ>aidÍtüre Sector " 
Costa 
Rica 
El Sal» Guate- Haiti 









ccaísmER EMOiTüRE: TOTAL 102 102, -ISi ' i22i 122 
I» Pood 122 . 110 1 0 9 
II, Befveragea 2lt5 127 H I 12¿ 
III, Tobacco I6l 73 ,130 I'W, <+2 
IV. Clothing, Textiles 85 85 
V. Housing 104 68 . 86 . - 112. 
VI, Tra«̂ ort,Coniiimunieatlon 87 131 ll'̂  I29 99 
Vn, Personal care 66 10"+ 110 é"2 ' 
Vlir. Reoraation 85' ?3 H? ; 85 106, 
K , Govermoit services 96 107 100 Í06 87 
PECED mVESUffiHT: TOTAL J 8 _77 " ¿6 79 
X, Construction 102 83 79 87 85 
XI. Producers* equliment 9 0 79 7^ 88 78 
XII, Tran^ort equipment 102 83 72 82 63 
T O T A L E X P a r o r r o R E l o o 1 0 0 1 0 0 , , 1 0 0 . . . 1 0 0 
100 
6 5 
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2. ANALYSIS TGR COUNTRY 
.Examining each country individually, it vdll be seen that for 
Argéntihá. in June 1960, the price level vas influenced considerably 
by the low cost of Food (which has a weight of 33 out of 100 total 
ejqjenditujpe). The less important groups. Beverages and Personal 
Care were also fairly cheap - likewise Gtovernment Services (though 
figures may not be reliable for this sector). All types of Investment 
on the other hand were extremely ejqjensive - Argentine prices exceeding 
the average for Latin America by about 50 per cent for all three cranponent 
grovçjs. The 1962 situation showed little change - Construction and 
other Investment goods being scsnewhat cheaper. For Consumer Goods and. 
Services, offsetting changes within the sector may be observed - Housing 
and Transportation being cheaper, but Tobacco, Clothing and to a lesser 
extent,Food, more expensive, 
^^ Bolivia, Investment was comparatively ejspensiv© due partly to 
high freight costs for imported machinery and equifment. Government 
Services wêre inejqDensive - as also Tobacco, Transport and Recreation, 
Food prices varied considerably; and while in total the level for this 
group was equal to the regional average, for individual sub-groups prices 
were often 30 per cent higher or lower than that average. 
For Brazil in I960, Food, Beverages, Tobacco, Personal Care and 
Recreation were relatively cheap, but Clothing, Housing (particularly 
Rent), Transport and Government Services, like Investment, costly. For 
1962 the main change was a marked increase in the relative price levels 
of Clothing,, Textiles, Footwear and durable household goods, offset by 
cheaper Rent, Public Transport, Personal Care and Recreation, The 
over-all price level for Investment goods ronained unchanged (Construction-
costs being notably higher, as against cheaper Machinery and Vehicles), 
In the case of Colombia, the I96O price structirre showed no unusual 
features. Food (particulary Meat, Fish, Cereals, Sugar, Fats and Oils) 
was somewhat more expensive than in most countries; likewise the Operation 
of Private Transport (which làth an index of 200 was the most expensive 




to rental control. Tobacco, Clothing, Footwear and Textiles were however 
relatively inesqaensive - likewise Public Transport (which in contrast to 
Private Transportation was the cheapest for the region - the price being 
only 53 per cent of the regional average). The cost of Construction and 
Agricultural Equipaent - but not vehicles - was also relatively low» 
Chile was significantly expensive in I960 for the Clothing sub-group, 
(index « 149), for Teixtiles (119), Housing (122) and Medical Services (152) 
- but cheap for Beverages (57), Transportation (71), Medicines (61), 
Construction (82), and Food (82). Public Transport services ( 5 U ) were 
very much cheaper than anywhere else in the region except Colombia. In 
total. Consumer goods and services wer^ priced at a level equal to the 
regional average. Investment, however, was slightly belovj the average 
(notwithstanding a high cost of Vehicles and to a lesser extent Industrdal 
Equipment), The 1962 situation revealed significant changes only in respect 
of Beverages (1962 index « 71 instead of 56); Tobacco (121 instead of 
112); Clothing (124 instead of 149); Footwear (84 against 114); 
Hairdressing and Domestic Services. A decline of a few points can be 
observed tdLthin the Investment Sector for Machinery and other Producer*s 
Equipment, 
In Ecuador most Food was expensive - as also Tobacco, Household 
goods and Furniture, the Operation of Private Transport (Index 
187), Medicines, Toilet articles. Books and Toys, Machinery and 
Equipment were moderately high-priced with the exception of Vehicles, 
the cost of which approximated the regional average,. Cheapest items 
were Fish, Fruit and Vegetables, Beverages, Clothing, Rent and Medical 
Services, 
Paraguay was outstandingly expensive for Producer's Equipment 
- heavy freight costs, high tariffs and other taxes (including a 25 per 
cent exchange surcharge) making its pri.ce level 153 second only to 
Argentina, Other expensive items were Toilet articles. Fuel and Light, 
/ 
the Operation of Private Transport and Domestic services. For other 
groups, however, most prices were slightly below the average for Latin 
America. /Peru was 
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Peru was expensive for Medicines, Entertainment, Public Transport 
(mainly because of the extensive use of "collective"taxis instead of 
buses). Textiles, Clothing and a few Food items such as Meat and Fruit. 
Machinery and Equipment was also ccmparatively expensive. Cheapest items 
were Tobacco, Sugar, Fats and Oils, Fish, Vegetables, Fuel and Light, 
Private Transport and Government Services, 
For Uruguay in June I960 some food items were cheap, the price of 
Fish and Cereals being respectively 24. and 61 per cent of the regional 
average. Beverages also had a lov; index figure (65) while Transportation 
and Entertainment were both priced below the regional average. Housing 
was at a level of 100, though a low index for Rent (70) was offset by 
high costs of Fuel, Electricity and Electrical Appliances, Drugs and 
Medicines, Medical, Dental and Domestic Services were priced slightly 
above average. Investment goods of all kinds were, on the other hand, ' 
particularly expensive - Transport Equipment being tiíice the average regional 
price if parity exchange rates are applied. For 1962 an increase can be 
observed in the index for Housing (rent, fuel, light and water being in 
particular affected). The cost of Services (including government as well as 
medical, personal and household services) likewise increased. On the other 
hand. Public Transportation was appreciably cheaper. In the case of capital 
goods, prices of all types of machinery and equipment (including Transport 
equipment) were now at much lower levels relative to other items - prices 
of imported equipment being influenced to seme extent ty the rate of 
exchange which in 1962 was slightly more favourable for imports than in 
I960, Since prices of other items had in the meantime risen appreciably, 
prices for machinery and equipnent were at a substantial lower relative 
level, (If absolute levels of the indexes are considered, it ought to be 
noted that the 1962 price level for Transport Equipment in Uruguay (153) 
was still considerably above the regional average. The index had, however, 
been 202 in I960), In the case of Construction, the price levels remained 
relatively stable, some 27-29 per cent above the average for the region. 
Prices in Venezuela revealed a very different pattern when converted 
at parity rather than free market rates of exchange. The distortion due 




eliminated; and in Table 14 the true structure of prices can be studied. 
The only items vMch remain excessively high in relation to prices 
elsewhere were the provision of Government Services, Communications, 
Hairdressing, Medical Services and Non-alcoholic Beverages. On the other 
hand, Agricultural, Industrial and Transport Equipment is seen to be 
extroaely cheap, the price level being only half that normally ruling 
in Latin America. (Most equipment is imported duty free and at a favourable 
rate of exchange.) Foodstuffs were comparatively cheap, with the exception 
of meat and vegetables (which to some extent are imported). Clothing was 
also cheap relative to other countries - likevàse Soaps, Toilet. Articles 
Books, Toys and the Operation of Private Transport (where an index of 41 
reflects the low. price of Gasoline, Oil and Spare parts). 
Costa Rica, like most Central American countries, vra,s inexpensive 
for Investment goods (notably Machinery which in I960 was mainly imported 
at a preferential rate of exchange). Consumer goods were priced at a le-t̂ l 
only slightly above the Latin American average ~ Beverages, Tobacco, Rent 
and Household supplies being moderately expensive while Fuel, Light, 
Transportation and Personal Care were cheap. 
For E3L Salvador, the price structure was similar to that of 
Costa Rica though Pood was noticeably more expensive (Cereals being at 
a much higher price level); Beverages were expensive; but Tobacco, 
Footwear, Housing and Domestic Services were cheap. With a loi-í customs 
barrier. El Salvador was one of the least expensive countries for 
Investment Goods - being in fourth place behind Venezuela, Guatemala 
and Honduras, 
Guatemala (like El Salvador, feiti and other countries in the area) 
was moderately expensive for Food and Beverages. The prices of Tobacco, 
T-iansportation, Personal Care and Entertainment were also somewhat above t he 
regional average. Investment goods (as already pointed out) were exceedingly 
cheap.. 
feiti had a price stmcture resembling Guatemala except that 
Personal Care and Entertainment were cheaper, Rroducers' Equipment was 
slightly more expensive than in Central American countries but was in 




In Honduras, prices for most groups were at a.level intermsdiat® 
between those prevailing for El Salvador and Guatemala - notatie 
exceptiòns being Housing - which was ccmparatevely costly - and Trans-
portation (as well as ¡Transport Equipment) which was cheap. 
In Mexico, Meat v/as extremely expensive, but otherwise prices were 
clustered fairly closely around the regional average. Fish, Clothj.ng, 
and Domestic Services were the items appreciably more costly than else-
where - Beverages, Rent, Household Supplies, the Operation of Private 
Transport, Toilet Articles and Medicines being relatively cheap. With 
an index of 88, vehicles in 19^ were moderately priced. The cost of 
Construction and Producers' Equipment was on the other hand a few points 
above the regional average. For Government Services it is unfortunate that 
reliable figures could not be obtained as the index of 129 calculated on 
the basis of mofficLal data would appear to place Mexico at a level 
excessively high when compared to other countries in the region. 
Nicaragua's price pattern was very similar to that of Honduras 
- Milk Products, Fruit, Beverages, Housing and Transportation being 
however somewhat cheaper, with Tobacco, Clothing, Government Services and 
Construction more ejqjensive. Prices were, it will be noted, not very 
different from the regional average j and even for sub-groups the indexes 
are in most cases fairly close to 100, 
Panama had also a fairly compact price structure - though Fish, 
Tobacco, Textiles, Electrical Appliances, Private Transport, Toilet 
Articles, Machinery and Vehicles stand out as sub-groups with prices about 
30 points below the regional average (Milk, Vegetables, Sugar, Footwear, 
Fuel and Light, Furniture and Public Transport being on the other hand 
expensive). 
In the Dominican Republic. Food, Beverages and Tobacco were signifi-
cantly high-priced, while Clothing, Personal Care and Recreation were 
cheap. Prices were however, not evenly distributed and in cases such as 




from /iC to ICX) per cent above the regional average, (Rent by way of 
contrast was only 64 per cent of the regional level - likevdse Ifedical 
Services which to a large extent were subsidized by the Governmente) 
In the case of British Gtdana. data have not been included in the 
conqjarison because of a lack of reliable fibres for certain groups. 
3* Observations for main expenditure groups 
An analysis by country does not permit a clear view of the price 
levels which prevailed in the various parts of the region for individual 
items, product-classes or groups. While it is obviously impossible to 
ccanment on each of the 50© items used by ECLA in the enquiry, the following 
observations may illustrate the price structure and the relative level 
of the prices for important groups» 
I. Food. (Weight s 32«7 per cent.) As a whole, prices were lowest in 
the South American region and highest in Central America and the Caribbean, 
Two South American coimtries for which a large part of the price data had 
been obtained in the altiplano area - Colombia and Ecuador - were exceptions 
so far as South America was concerned, vdiile in Mexico and Costa Rica food 
was cheaper than elsewhere in that zone. 
Meat (which carried a percentage weight of 5.1) was understandably 
cheap in Argentina, Brazil, Paraguay and Uruguay - but very expensive in 
Mexico, Haiti, and (to a lesser extent) Peru, Prices of Fish also followed 
a logical pattern - being cheapest in such places as Uruguay, Ecuador, 
Argentina, Chile and Panama, where supplies were easier to obtain,and most 
expensive in countries such as Colcanbia, Bolivia, Mexico and Honduras vAiere 
price data were collected in cities situated in the interior of the country. 
In the Dominican Republic, extremely high prices applied, while Nicaragua 
was also expensive. 
Milk products (5.4 per cent) and Cereals (8.5 per cent) were two 
important sub-groups with reasonable similar price patterns - cheapest 
coxmtries being Chile, Argentina and Brazil (all substantially below the 
regional AVERAGE)- followed by Uruguay and Mexico. Central American 
countries were geoemlly those with highest price levels - SCMDS variation 





POOD: PRICE REUTIVES AT PARITT RATES OP EXCHAICE, JUNE IjéO 






























Argentina 78 75 57 70 76 113 67 109 78 99 
Bolivia 99 72 135 136 87 84 97 134 120 86 
Brazil 82 85 63 7U 89 01 86 66 128 ii5 
Chile 82 62 52 125 6 3 98 98 •159 
Colombia 109 1 1 6 179 . 103 120 84 loé 1 1 6 126 50 
Ecuador 105 1 0 6 51 107 1 2 1 73 8 5 111 1 1 2 116 
Paraguay 89 5è 85 113 81 69 1 0 5 9 6 74 117 
Peru 95 127 108 90 1 3 8 66 59 70 8 9 
Uruguay 91 88 kl 91 61 1 6 0 115 1 2 3 1 0 6 85 
Venezuela 93 104 72 86 97 96 1 0 5 8 1 75 76 
Costa Rica 100 98 63 112 106 86 97 1 0 7 8 5 ' 1 0 3 
Sominloan Republic 115 91 235 90 148 75 9 0 88 188 98 
El Salvador 118 97 105 117 143 78 114 1 2 6 86 146 
Guatemala 109 lOít 75 113 118 135 112 92 84 100 
Haiti 109 112 107 108 90 1 0 6 1 5 0 98 98' 101 
Honduras nk 96 135 101 128 1 0 8 1 2 8 100 94 112 
Mexico 99 léO 125 91 84 91 75 79 94 105 
Nicaragua 107 98 139 87 121 8 9 113 106 92 119 
Panama 105 99 65 132 88 1 0 9 125 1 1 7 8 9 93 




Central American countries but moderately priced in the fifth. It vdll 
also be noted that in the Caribbean, price levels for cereals in Haiti 
(90) and the Dominican Republic (148) were at opposite extraes - the 
situation being somewhat reversed for milk-products and eggs» 
Fi-viit (1,8 per cent) and Vegetables (5.3 per cent) were two groups 
with contrasting price levels. In the tropical coiantries of South Merica 
(Brazil, Colcanbia, Ecioador, Paraguay) fruit was cheap but vegetables somevhat 
more expensive. Again in Central America vegetable prices were high 
relative to those for fruit. Elsewhere, (particularly Argentina, Chile, 
Peru and Mexico) the situation was reversed - vegetables being notably 
cheap in the four countries mentioned. 
Sugar (1.2 per cent) was relatively low in price in countries such 
as Peru (index « 59), Brazil (66), Mexico (79), Venezuela (81), and the 
Dominican Republic - the expensive countries being Bolivia (134), 
EL Salvador (126), and Uruguay (123). 
Fats and Oils (2,0 per cent) were extremely expensive in the Daninican 
Republic and (to a much lesser extent) Brazil, Colombia and Bolivia. Argen-
tina, Paraguay, Peru and Venezuela were those with significantly low price 
levels, while in additicai most cô 2ntries in Central America (including 
Panama) were situated about 10 to 15 points below the regional average. 
Indexes for Other Foods (2.5 per cent) were dcaninated by the price of 
coffee which was understandably low in Brazil and Colonásia, Chile (159) 
was at a very high level, but indexes for other countries were clustered 
aroiind the regional average, 
II. Averages (weight S 3*4 per cent). Two main factors appeared to 
determine price levels: (a) the cost of production (vdiich gave a natural 
advantage to grape-growing countries such as Argentina and Chile)} and 
(b) governmental tax policy. Cheapest countries were those located in 
South America (exceptions being Bolivia and Colombia), The most expensive 
country for both alcoholic and non-alcoholic varieties was Costa Rica . 
with indexes respectively 76 and 79 per cent above the regional average. 
Other countries in the Central America and Caribbean regions (excluding 





BEVERAGES, TQBAOO), CLOTHIKG AND TEXTILES: PRICE REUTIVES 
AT PARITY SATES OP EXCHAWE» JUNE I96O 
(Indaxess average of the oountries a lOO) 
Itan Beverages Tobacco Clothing and textiles 
C o u n t ^ Peroenteí 
\ welgM 





2 . 2 
Textiles 
3.1 
Argentina 59 51 8 2 1 1 2 1 0 9 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 3 
Bolivia 112 1 0 6 128 78 1 0 7 1 0 7 9 1 . 119. 
Brazil 1̂9. ki 69 8I4 1 0 7 1 0 2 1 0 6 .117 
Chile 57 5 0 75 1 1 2 133 149 lit» , 119... 
Colombia 1 0 5 1 2 1 6 1 56 8 1 88 ,75, 73 
Ecuador 8 9 9 1 86 118 8 9 94 - 1°?. 
Paraguay 81 7 0 1 1 0 1 0 8 111 1 1 1 92 ' 1 2 3 
Peru- 76 67 98 1 1 6 1 1 0 1 0 6 1 3 2 
Uruguay 65 ¿7 59 7 1 1 1 3 . . 1 0 7 101+ 1 3 0 
Venezuela 8 9 71 iiw 125 84 • 8 6 80 83 
Costa Rica 177 176 179 158 95 90 . 117 88 
Dominican Republic 1 2 8 136 1 0 9 151 88 8 2 9 6 92 
El Salvador lUO 149 114 71 96 95 8 3 1 0 8 
Guatemala 121 1 0 9 153 1 2 6 88 y 96 . • 79 8 2 
Haiti lUU 151 • 127 135 91 , 98 . 88 79 
Honduras 132 153 73 ito 87 83 1 0 8 81 
Mexico 69 72 61 1 1 5 111 126 1 2 5 95 
fUcaragua 108 1 1 9 77 1 1 7 101 106 1 0 7 87 
Panama 99 100 98 77 80 1 3 1 69 




III. Tobacco (weight = 1.4 per cent). The level of customs and excise 
taxation wa.s generally the most influential factor for this product-dass. 
Prices were extremely low in Honduras, Peru and Colombia (all being from 
40 to 60 per cent of the regional average); xvhile on the other hand, 
significantly high levels were observed for Costa Rica (15Ô), the Dominican 
Republic (151), Haiti (135), Guatemala (126) and Venezuela (125). 
IV. Clothing. Footwear and Textiles (weight = 10.7 per cent). The 
availability of differing qualities of material in various countries made 
a price comparison difficult, toce adjus-tmente had been made, however, 
price indexes were reasonably unifonn - Chile (index = 133) standing out 
as a country with high costs; Colombia (81), and Venezuela (84) as those 
where price levels were lower. 
Within the sector, the price structure of the sub-groups was generally 
similar; countries which had high indexes for clothing had usually high 
indexes both for footwear and for textiles (which includes drapery, 
bed-linen, etc. in addition to yard goods). However, if the absolute 
/ 
levels of the indexes are ignored, in Argentina, Bolivia, Colombia, Chile, 
Paraguay, El Salvador and Guatemala, footwear was cheap relative to 
clothing, but in Costa Rica, Honduras, Panama and the Dcaninican Republic, 
a reverse situation applied, 
V. Housing (weight = 16.3 per cent). Since this sector comprises rent, 
fuel, light, furniture and other household supplies, it is not a homogeneous 
one and the index patterns which apply to the various sub-groups are dis-
similar. 
Rent (which had a percentage weight of 7.3 per cent) refers to 
housing not subject to rent control, and the index for Argentina (137) 
does not take into accoimt the very large percentage of housing for which 
only nominal rents apply. A slightly similar situation applies to Colombia 
(135). In other cases, while controls existed they were not effective and 
have not restricted the comparability of the data. Cheapest countries in 
June I960 were Nicaragua (54), EL Salvador (57), Dominican Republic (64), 




Table 11 a 
HOUSING AND TRANSPORTATION: PRIOE REiâTIVÉS AT PARITY RATES 
OF EXĈ tííGE, JUffi i960 
(Indexeat average of the eourtales» 100) 
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Argentina 112 137 102 69 85 122 115 • • llU 123' 91 
Bolivia 112 122 93 109 1 2 8 93 79 67 86 1 1 6 
Brazil 112 179 59 56 6 5 9 0 120 155 8 3 51 
Chile 1 2 2 126 1 0 8 9 2 159 159 71 9 0 100 
Colombia 105 135 57 71+ 1 0 8 128 1 0 5 53' 2 0 0 6 8 
Ecuador 100 75 lOU 1 2 9 13U 1 3 2 1 2 0 77 187 133 
Paraguay 36 67 137 99 97 11+5 98 86 1 2 6 65 
Peru 5 8 111 6k 1 0 6 94 1 0 8 100 1 2 1 67 90 
Uruguay 100 70 lue 96 88 157, 86 9 1 • ItU 
Venezuela 94 117 9 9 7k 59 kl ' 9 0 • 1 0 9 1+1 
Costa Rlea 1 0 5 izk 6 3 131+ 85 77 9 0 87 " 9 5 8 0 
Dominican Republic 97 61̂  1 3 2 1 3 9 95 1 1 3 101 8 3 ibî  185 
El Salvador 71 57 7k 114 66 66 1 2 9 Iky 1 0 3 122 
Guatemala 96 99 96 1 1 0 7 0 79 1 1 2 1 2 9 85 109 
Haiti 5 0 68 137 118 53 75 1 2 5 1 3 2 118 113 
Honduras 109 107 12U l o o 131 77 93 1 0 3 7k l o i t 
Mexico 8 2 78 88 7 1 100 95 79 81 77 73 
Nicaragua 9 0 99 1 2 7 101 m 79 76 79 99 
Panama 1 0 8 1 0 8 118 8 2 1 6 2 6 0 n o 133 71 113 




Most expensive was Brazil (179), Chile, Bolivia and Costa Rica also stand 
out as places where rents were costly. The figures are ho\iiever subject 
to a vdde margin of error; and while many adjustments have been made to 
place aH housing on a comparable basis, the wide quality variation for 
different countries limits the reliability of the resulting indexes. 
Fuel. Light and Water (3.4 per cent) were easier to conqsare, though the 
non-availability of items such as pipeline gas, fuel oil, charcoal for 
cooking purposes and even running water (in Asuncion) raised problems which 
had to be solved before comparable indexes could be obtained. The avalla-
bility of local sources of enerar - particularly petroleum products and 
hydro-electric power - was undoubtedly a factor of importance in determining 
the relative price levels - Uruguay, Paraguay, Haiti, the Dominican Republic 
and Honduras standing out as those where prices were high. 
Household supplies (2.6 per cent) (mainly washing and cleaning 
materials, glassware, china, hollow-ware, cutlery, household tools, etc.) 
were generally most expensive in countries where they vjere of foreign 
origin and cheapest in countries such as Brazil,' Argentina and Mexico 
where they, were locally made, Venezuela, Colombia and Panama, with very 
low prices, were exceptions, the indexes no doubt reflecting the import and 
and/or exchange rate policies of the countries concerned. 
Furniture (1.4 per cent) was cheap in both Argentina and Brazil.in 
I960 (but not in 1962), Other places with low prices were Venezuela, 
El Salvador, Guatemala and Haiti - the most expensive countries being 
Panama and Chile with price levels 82 and 59 PER cent above the average 
for Latin America, 
Panama was on the other hand cheap for Electrical Appliances 
(refrigerators, vrashing machines, radios, etc.) - the index for this 
sub-group being 60 per cent below the regional average, Venezuela tdth 
an index almost 41 per cent below was also cheap» It will be noted 
that electrical appliances were usually most expensive in those countries 
where high duties were imposed for fiscal purposes or to protect local 




VI. TransT̂ ort and Communltations (weight s 3-5 per cent). Transportation 
showed conflicting price indexes for publicly and privately operated 
vehicles - in many cases one being exceptionally cheap and the other 
expensive (note, for example, Brazil 155 and Colombia 53 and 200; 
Ecuador 77 and 18?; Paraguay Ô6 and 126; Peru 121 and 67; Venezuela 109 
and 41J Guatemala 129 and 85; Panama 133 and 71; etc.). Figures for 
private transport to a large extent reflect the tax policies which applied 
to gasoline, imported vehicles and spare parts; while in the case of public 
transport, the size of the city was a factor (e.g. in Buenos Aires and Rio 
de Janeiro where transportation was relatively costly). In some countries 
where inflationary pressures existed, it may be observed that public 
transport prices appeared to lag behind price changes for other coimodities 
(e.g. in Chile-and Uruguay). 
In the case of Communications(which is not a very influential group) 
a similar lag in prices (relative to other prices in the same country) would 
explain in part the low cost of services in Uruguay, Brazil, Paraguay and 
(to a lesser extent) Peru and Argentina. 
VII. Personal eare (weight » 5.4 per cent). This group comprises soaps, 
cosmetics, medicines, medical and dental care, hairdressing, domestic 
services, laundry and dry cleaning. It is thus a heterogeneous one and 
indexes of relative prices varied accordingly. 
Toilet articles were particularly expensive in Paraguay where high 
prices prevailed for cosmetics, tooth-paste, shaving creams and imported 
(but not locally-made) soap, Ecuador, Chile and Peru also reflected high 
production costs and high customs barriers. In Argentina and Brazil on the 
other hand, local industry seemed to be in a better competitive position 
- the price levels being the lowest for the region (Venezuela and Panama 
excluded). Countries in Caitral America and the Caribbean had also moderately 
low price levels - Guatemala and Nicaragua being the exceptions. 
Drugs and Medicines were very cheaply priced, in Costa Rica, Brazil, 
Chile, Nicaragua and Mexico but were expensive in Ecuador, Peru, fil Salvador 
Honduras and Venezuela. 





PERSONftL CARE: PRICE REUTI7ES AT PARITY EXCHANCE RATE, JUIO: IJléO 




















Argentina 87 73 93 90 76 96 
Bolivia 106 126 93 145 67 91 
Brasil 8 2 61 6l 8 0 96 119 
Chile - 109 120 61 152 1 0 9 125 
Colombia 95 114 89 92 1 2 5 73 
Ecuador 112 155 150 66 8 2 8 3 
Paraguay 112 192 66 95 75 1 3 8 
Peru 118 118 136 85 93 136 
Uruguay 109 100 122 105 89 1 1 6 
Venetuela 123 63 130 1 3 0 177 129 
Costa Rlea 70 77 49 92 84 6 3 
Dominican Republic 82 81 90 63Í 8 9 84 
El Salvador 1 0 1 91 140 105 8 5 68 
Guatemala 113 107 122 118 1 5 5 80 
Haiti 81 107 8 9 104 43 
Honduras 105 94 131 8 1 8 1 1 1 6 
Head 00 93 75 72 95 86 136 
Nicaragua 97 101 71 135 1 1 6 81 
Ranaaa 102 70 117 8 2 111 122 




MEDICA^ SERVICES PRESENTED THE PROBLEM THAT IN CERTAIN COUNTRIES THEY 
WERE IN VARYING DEGREES PROVIDED FREE OR AT NCBOINAL COST BY THE STATE. IN 
THE DOMTNICAN REPUBLIC, FOR INSTANCE, THE LOW INDEX FIGURE OF 63 IN PART 
REFLECTS GOVEMMENT-SUBSIDIAED SERVICES. QUALITY DIFFERENCES WERE ALSO 
DIFFICULT - IF NOT IMPOSSIBLE - TO ELIJNINATE; AND THE LOW INDEXES FOR MANY 
COUNTRIES MAY WELL REFLECT SOMEWHAT INFERIOR STANDARDS AS WELL AS PRICE 
DIFFERAACES. EXPENSIVE COUNTRIES, IT WILL BE NOTED, WERE CHILE 
(INDEX « 152), BOLIVIA (145)* NICARAGUA (135), AND VENEZUELA (130). 
FOR HAIRDRESSING. QUALITY WAS ALSO VARIABLE AND NO SATISFACTORY 
CORRECTION FACTORS COULD BE DEVISED. THE RESULTS MAY THEREFORE BE 
INFLUENCED BY THE SUBJECTIVE JUDGMENT OF THE ENUMERATORS. IN GENERAL, IT 
CAN BE STATED THAT THE HIGHEST PRICES RULED IN VENEZUELA (WHERE ALL TYPES 
OF SERVICES WERE E:^ENSIVE), IN GUATEMALA AND IN COLOIIIBIA - THE CHEAPEST 
COUNTRIES BEING BOLIVIA, PARAGUAY, ARGENTINA, ECUADOR AND HONDURAS. 
Dmestie Services were cheapest in Haiti (43), Costa Rica (63), EL 
Salvador (68), Colombia (73), Guatemala (80) and Nicaragua (81). gjcpensive 
countries were Paraguay, Peru, Mexico, Venezuela, Panama and Chile. As 
with other services, however, doubts arise as to the precision with which 
quality can be measured. The group comprises laundry and dry-cleaning as 
well as donestic help within the haae; and it is probably only for the 
former two product-classes that data are fully comparable, 
VIII, Recreation (weight =3.1 per cent). The sector comprises public 
entertairmient such as cinsnas, theatres and sporting fixtures as well as 
books, toys and sporting equipment. 
INFONNATION FOR THE PUBLIC ENTERTAINMENT SUB-GROUP WAS EASY TO OBTAIN, 
BUT DIFFICULT TO CCNQPARE £vm A COTMTRY STANDPOINT BECAUSE OF THE SIGID.FICANT 
VARIATIONS IN QUALITY WHICH EXISTED. A CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM HAD TO BE 
ADOPTED FOR CINEMAS| AND ONLY THOSE OF COMPARABLE STANDARDS AND CONDITIONS 
WERE COMPARED WITH EACH OTHER. THE INDEXES REVEAL HIGH RELATIVE PRICES 
IN VENEZUELA, PERU, GUATANALA AND HONDURAS - WITH LOW PRICES PREVAILING 
IN THE DOMINICAN REPUBLIC, HAITI AND BRAZIL. PRICES ELSEWHERE DIFFERED 





OTHER (X3NSDMER HXPQffilTURK: PRICE REUTIVES AT PARTY RATES 
OF EXmSCE, JVSE I96O 
(Indexest average of the oountries = lOO) 
Recreation Government services 
\ Items 


















Argentina 1 0 5 113 89 85 81 101 
Bolivia 91 88, 96 68 58 104 
Binzil 90 71 125 126 136 83 
Chile 112 lie 117 10k lo4 105 
Colcoibia 104 9 8 lilt 96 89 125 
Ecuador 111 lolt 122 86 75 132 
Paraguay 111+ loé 129 88 8k 104 
Peru 137 llfz 128 79 75 92 
Urugiay 85 86 81 81 77 95 
Venezuela 117 lk6 6k 173 1 9 8 7k 
Cop"ta Rica 8 3 m 62 97 96 101 
Sominiean Republic 72 5 1 1 0 9 88 83 1 0 9 
SI Salvador 91 9 9 77 104 1 0 5 99 
Guatemala ll'» 123 99 1 0 0 101 95 
Ifeiti 87 58 lUo 104 104 1 0 3 
Honduras 107 1 2 0 6U 84 8 1 97 
Mexico 91+ 92 98 1 2 9 139 86 
Nicaragua 9 0 90 8 9 1 0 9 112 9é 
Panema 9 0 96 7f> 100 101 97 




Books^ toys, and sporting equipment were, on the other hand, cheapest 
in countries such as those in Central America, where imports carried lovi 
or negligible customs.duties. Argentina,where most items in the sub-group 
were locally produced, also had a moderately low price level, 
IX, Government Services (weight = 10,3 per cent). For reasons given 
elsewhere, data for this sector were difficult to obtain. The question 
of comparability also arises as no evaluation of productivity seemed 
possible for government employees, or for government services generally, in 
the various countries, 
ECLA's resiü.ts, which must be considered tentative, suggest that 
Salaries were at a very high level (relative to other prices) in Venezuela, 
and to a lesser extent in Mexico and Brazil,^^/ Countries with low salary 
levels were Bolivia, Ecuador, Peru and Uruguay. 
Price data collected for private consumer expenditure groups were 
utilized in order to provide indexes of the prices which applied to 
Government Purchases. The weighting accorded to each group was, hovrever, 
different in the government sector (food have a much less influential role). 
The indexes suggest higher prices for government purchases in Ecuador and 
Colcmbia, but low relative prices in Venezuela, Brazil and Mexico, 
X. Construction (weight = 6,4 per cent). Indexes for this group were 
elaborated tgr combining prices of materials and labour on the one hand with 
the cost of finished construction on the other. Separate Indexes were 
calculated for Buildings and for Roads, bridges, dams, communication 
networks, sewerage systems and other private ac public construction. 
Costs were notably high in Argentina and Urugviay for both types of 
construction ~ timber and cement being in particular expensive in the two . 
countries. At a low price level were Haiti, Guatemala, Chile, EL Salvador, 
Ecuador, Colombia and Honduras - the low cost of labour in most of "these 
places combining with low costs of materials (particularly timber) to 
bring the indexss about 20 per cent below the regional average. 
53/ Figures for these two countries are b ased on unofficial data - sinrLlarly 




Table . 20 
DJVESWENTt miCE BEUTIVES AT PÀRIÍT RATES CF EXCHANGE, JUffi I96O 
(liid»x«g> averag« of the count rlas « 100) 
CotBtruetlon ProduBers' equipment Transport equlpoent 
\ Pe*- Total 
Build<* 
ings 
3 . 5 
others . 











2 . 2 
Road 




Argentina 1 5 6 1 3 6 1 5 8 1 5 0 1 6 1 1 0 6 1 6 8 1 6 9 1 6 5 
Bolivia 1 0 1 55 1 0 7 1 2 2 1 2 0 1 2 0 LUE 1 2 8 1 3 2 l U 
Brazil 1 0 6 1 0 9 1 0 1 itto 1 5 9 1 3 7 1 5 8 131» lUl 9 9 
Chile â2 8lf 7 9 1 0 7 » 1 0 8 9 6 • 1 1 6 1 1 9 1 0 0 
Colombia 8 8 7 9 i o o 93 1 0 1 9 2 1 1 3 1 1 8 93 
Eoi&dor 8 7 7 7 1 1 3 1 1 2 1 1 2 1 3 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 6 
Parasuay 1 1 7 llU 1 1 9 1 5 3 1 3 7 1 5 5 1 3 7 1 1 5 1 0 8 1 5 1 
Peru 1 0 8 1 1 7 9 7 1 1 5 1 3 5 U 3 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 7 
Uruguay 1 2 7 1 2 6 1 2 5 1 3 5 11+3 1 3 3 1 2 9 2 0 2 2 0 2 2 0 0 
Venezuela 9 6 9 0 1 0 1 U 8 M «+7 5 0 1+8 U 9 >+5 
Costa Riea 1 0 5 1 0 6 7 8 7 8 7 7 7 8 92 9 6 7 5 
Doninioan 
Republlo % 8 7 7 7 7i 7 6 6 0 6 5 6 1 83 
21 Salvador & 7 6 8 8 7U 7 5 6 9 7 6 7 6 7 7 
Guatemala 7 9 7 5 83 7 0 7 0 7 0 7 7 66 6 5 $ 9 
Haiti 86 8 3 8 9 81+ 8 1 + ^ 8 0 7 6 71+ 8 6 
Honduras 8 5 7 9 9 1 7 0 71 1 0 0 S 9 5 6 75 
Mexico 1 0 7 1 0 7 loé 1 0 3 1 0 8 1 0 2 8 8 8 7 92 
Nicaragua 1 0 8 1 0 7 lOJ 7 1 / 5 9 6 8 0 7 8 8 8 
Panama I I U 1 1 3 il«i 7 6 7 7 7 6 6 9 60 5 9 6 8 
Average 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 
L I, Producer's 
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XI. Producer»s Equipment (veight r 4.6 per cent). The cost of local 
production and the level of customs duties were the two fkctors viiich 
most influenced price levels in latin America, An intidcate system of 
cust<M surcharges,, consular fees, exchange surtaxes, and prior deposits 
("depósitos previos") also applied in varying degrees - the landed cost 
of imported equipment being affected accordingly, 
In Argentina and in Brazil, a combination of high costs for locally 
produced items and heavy duties (particularly surcha.rges) raised the price 
level from 40 to 50 per cent above the regional average. In Paraguay, 
(without local production) prices were also 50 per cent above average, 
while in Uruguay, Bolivia and Peru (which were other countries where fiscal 
tariffs applied), prices were moderately high. Only in Venezuela where 
most imports were duty-free and admitted at a favourable exchange rate 
was a very low price, level noticeable, Elsewhere - as in Central America -
prices were xiniformly from 15 to 30 per cent below the regional average. 
It should, however, be noted that even in the cases of Central America 
and Caribbean countries a certain amount of customs•taxation and . 
surprisingly high consular fees combined with freight cost to make 
Latin American machinery, and equipment costly in conçiarison with the 
United States and Etirope, 
XII. Transport Equipment (weight = 2,2 per cent). High fiscal (and 
for some countries protective) tariffs ma^e vehicles of all kinds extremely 
expensive in So^h America, For Uruguay, prices converted at parity 
rates of exchange were 202 per cent of the regional averagej in Argentina 
168 per cent; Brazil^134 per cent and Bolivia 128 per cent. As with 
Producer's Equipment, Venezuela had an extremely low price-levelj while prices 
were notably low in Honduras, Panama, Guatemala and other Central American 
countries, 
4. Summary 
In- conclusion it may be stated that the price structures of Latin 
America ¿.ererally conformed to a logical pattern - those goods being 
cheanest in the countries which had natural advantages in their production, 
e.g., readily available supplies of.material, cheap labour or technical 




with easy access to the sea; meat and cereals were inexpensive in 
countries of the temperate zonej fats and oils cost less in places 
where animals were raised or oilseeds producedj soaps in ttarn varied in 
price according to the cost of fats and oils; beverages were cheap v/here 
grapes, barley or other alcohol-producing commodities were grown; house-
hold supplies were most reasonably priced in those countries where local 
production was efficiently organized, and so on. 
Thç availability of finished products or means of production, was 
however, by no means the only important factor influencing the price s truc-
ture. Tax.policy (including customs and excise duties, consular fees, 
surcharges, etc.) as well as interest rates on compulsory bank deposits 
helped in varying degrees to increase the cost of ̂ ported goods (and, in 
the case of alcoholic beverages and tobacco, locally - produced commodities), 
Since tax levels were often high atid, in any case, varied substantially 
between countiães, they were at t:mes the major factor in determining the 
level of relative prices (compare, for instance, .imports of machinery 
into countries like Brazil and Argentina where tariffs were highly 
protective, and Venezuela where duties xvere negligible, likewise the cost of 
automobiles in Panama - where duties were low - and Uruguay or Chile where 
extremely high fiscal tariffs applied). 
In the case of services, no firm conclusions can be dratifli. Generally, 
the price structure appears to have been determined by demand and supply 
factors (as, for instance, the high cost of government and other services 
in Venezuela where professional staff were in short supply). Problems 
in comparability, however, arise and to some extent differences in price 
levels may be attributable to differences in efficiency or productivity. 
Viage rates were again an influential factor in construction; but 
the relative level of costs appears to have been determined mainly by the 
prices paid for raw materials (notably timber, cement and brisks). 
Reviewing total expenditure, it will be noted that while Investment 
was generally cheaper in Central America and the Caribbean, it was not a 
highly influential sector (carrying a weight of only 13.2 per cent in the 




36 per cent of total eKpenditure) were relatively eiq)ensive in that aúi'ea. 
Clothing and Housing were slightly below the average regional levels, but 
for the less important groups of Transport and Personal Care, a rather 
uneven pattern is shown. 
For South America, comtries vdth abundant production of food products 
(Argentina, Brazil, Paraguay and Uruguay), were below average in the 
relative price level for private consumer goods. (Elsewhere in South 
America, little variation from the regional average can be observed). For 
Investment, however, Argentina and Brazil were extremely expensive as a 
result of high tariffs vôiich protected local âr.dustry at an apparently 
high cost to the community. Equipment was also expensive in other parts 
of South America - particularly Uruguay and Paraguay x̂ here fiscal tariffs 
appeared to be an influential factor. 




PRIVATE CONSUMER EXPENDITURE: HllCE RELATIVES AT PARITY RATES OP EXCHANGE: JUNE I560 
(Indexes; average of the countries = lOO) 
Totcl Poods Bovcrogos Tobc.cco Clothing 
Tesrtiles 
Housing Transport Personal 
Care 
^tortainmontc 
Argentina 93 78 59 1 1 2 109 1 1 2 115 87 1 0 5 
Bolivia 1 0 2 59 1 1 2 78 107 1 1 2 79 1 0 6 91 
Brazil 93 82 49 8l 107 1 1 2 1 2 0 82 9 0 
Colombia 1 0 2 109 1 0 5 56 81 105 1 0 5 95 lotf 
Chile 1 0 0 82 57 1 1 2 133 1 2 2 71 1 0 9 1 1 2 
Ecuador "103 1 0 5 89 118 89 1 0 0 1 2 0 1 1 2 1 1 1 
feraguay 97 89 8 1 log 1 1 1 96 98 1 1 2 114 
Peru 1 0 0 95 76 1 1 6 98 1 0 0 116 137 
Uruguay 95 91 65 71 113 1 0 0 86 1 0 9 85 
Venezuela 95 93 89 1 2 5 9if 9 0 123 117 
Costa Rica 1 0 2 1 0 0 177 158 95 1 0 5 90 70 89 
El Salva4or 1 0 3 118 l4o 71 96 n 1 2 9 101 91 
Guatanala 1 0 5 1 0 9 1 2 1 126 88 9á 112 113 ilk 
Haiti 102 1 0 9 135 91 90 125 87 
Honduras 106 llif 1 3 2 iW 87 109 93 105 1 0 7 
Meal 00 95 99 69 115 117 82 79 93 9»̂  
Nicaragua 100 1 0 7 108 117 1 0 1 9 0 79 97 9 0 
Itoama 102 1 0 5 99 77 87 1 0 3 110 1 0 2 9 0 
Dominican Rep» 101+ 115 128 151 88 97 101 82 72 
Average 100 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 loo 100 100 100 
Table 22 
TOTAL EXPENDITUKE: HIICE REUTIVES AT P;JRITY RATES OP EXCĤ ilGE JUNE i 9 6 0 
(Indexes; average of the country a lOO) 
(a) Consumer e:g>endltiire /b) Investment 
Total Private Public Total Conetruotton Equipncnt Total 
Argentina 92 93 154 147 160 1 0 0 Bolivia 98 1 0 2 68 113 1 0 1 123 1 0 0 
Brazil 97 93 1 2 6 1 2 2 loó 137 1 0 0 
Colombia 1 0 1 1 0 2 96 94 84 103 1 0 0 
ehile loo 1 0 0 lo4 96 82 109 100 
Eotiador 101 103 86 96 83 log 1 0 0 
Paraguay 9 6 97 88 129 117 1 3 9 ICO 
Peru 98 1 0 0 79 l U 108 1 1 3 1 0 0 
Uruguay 93 95 81 142 1 2 7 174 1 0 0 
Venezuela 104 95 173 71 96 4 7 100 
Costa Rica 101 102 97 93 105 8 1 100 
El Salvador io4 103 lo4 78 8 2 74 100 
Guatemala lo4 105 1 0 0 74 79 é8 100 
Haiti 1 0 3 102 lo4 84 86 80 100 
Honduras 104 loé 84 76 85 68 300 
Mexico 99 95 1 2 9 1 0 2 1 0 7 97 100 
Nicaragua 101 loo 1 0 9 92 108 76 100 
Ĵ nfima 1 0 2 102 1 0 0 9 2 114 7 0 100 






COMPARISON OF PRICE LEVELS POR SELECTED CITIES , 
IN LATIN AMERICA AND THÊ  UNITED STATES 
1, Conceptual problems 
One of the principal needs in a study of income, trade, production 
or economic development for a group of countries within a region is a 
measure which will express the different' currencies in a common monetary-
denominator related to some outside currency (such as the United States 
dollar, the pound sterling, the franc or the mark), VJhile the work so 
far done by ECLA will, it is hoped, prove useful in determining the pur-
chasing power of Latin American currencies inter se, in no way does it 
answer the question; "How much was each Latin American currency worth 
in terms of the United States dollar?" 
The question is a difficult one since it raises new problems of 
concept and comparability which, while important, could be satisfactorily 
solved within Latin America since extremes were not too great in income 
level, living conditions, buying habits, price structure, consumer pre-
ferences and in the quality of the goods and services available. Even 
in cases where marked differences existed - e.g. in Haiti and Argentina 
where contrasts are found in income levels, in climatic factors, in the 
structure of production and in buying habits (influenced to some degree 
by differing racial composition) - the extension of ECLA's price study 
to all parts of Latin America simplified the problem since each country 
could be related to another in the region where intermediate conditions 
prevailed. A system of equivalences was thus established in which countries 
such as Peru, Colombia, Panama and Mexico provided suitable "bridges" 
betwéén the extremes, . 
No suitable "bridges" were however available to ¿CLA for a United 




in the enquiry would no doubt have helped somewhat in this connexion^^). 
There was furthermore the consideration that limits exist in the extent 
to which a system of equivalences can be extended in order to relate situa-
tions with widely divergent characteristics. While it may be permissible 
to compare, say. El Salvador and Uruguay, relating them through third 
countries such as Peru, Brazil or Colombia in order to arrive at comparable 
prices for a common market-basket, a comparison of El Salvador and tue 
United Kingdom (or Japan) might increase the magnitude of differences 
to such an extreme that the results would be inaccurate and even 
meaningless. 
Similarly, in a comparison of price le\'els in Latin America and 
the United States, the shift from one set of conditions (as in Latin 
America) to a completely different set (as in the United States) intro-
duces such great changes in price structures, in availabilities, needs 
and preferences that the market-basket is no longer a representative one 
in both areas. One could only with difficulty think of comparing, for 
example, (a) a community living on a diet of beans or maize, in scarcely-
adequate housing, without proper medical facilities and other services; 
and (b) a community enjoying nutritious food, good housing, adequate 
medical services, and a wide range of supplementary facilities such as 
privately operated means of transport, efficient marketing systems, 
organized community services, reliable protection or defence measures 
and so on. Yet this is precisely what a comparison of price levels 
for many developed and under-developed economies entails. 
The "market-basket" approach would thus need considerable modi-
fication before being applied to a comparison of prices in many Latin 
American countries and the United States, Alternatively, an approach 
would have to be adopted which considered globally the needs or wants 
of the areas concerned and compared them accordingly (prices being 
54/ The extension of the enquiry to extra-regional territories such 
as Portugal, Greece, Turkey and Italy could also provide 




obtained for different baskets which would in total yield equivalent amoimts 
of well-being or satisfaction^!/)» 
2. The field work 
Since ECLA's work in the field of inter-country price ccrnqpairisons 
has not yet reached the point where a global approach for countries with 
dissimilar conditions could be considered, it was decided that the initial 
work in a Latin American-United States price comparison should be confined 
to individual cities in the two areas - selecting within Latin America 
only those where living standards and qualities were sufficiently similar 
to make the comparison a meaningful one. The cities which suited ECLA's 
objectives best seemed to be Montevideo (where I960 per capita income 
at parity rates of exchange appeared to be higher than elsewhere in Latin 
America), Buenos Aires, São Paulo, Caracas, Santiago, Mexico City and 
Lima, (Since data collected tgr ECLA in Sao Paulo referred to investment 
goods only, this city was replaced by Rio de Janeirc/ for which complete 
information was available). 
For the United States, it was hoped that comparative data could 
be obtained in about twenty cities selected according to size and 
location so as to yield price averages which might be considered typical 
of those prevailing throughout the country. The resources at ECLA's 
disposal were not sufficient for the task involved; and without the 
co-operation of the United States Depaj'tment of Labor, it is like3y 
that this aspect of the work would have had to be abandoned. An offer 
of assistance was, however, received from the Department of Labor and 
arrangements were made for a special collection of price material to 
be carried out by the Bureau of Labor Statistics (Division of Prices 
and Cost of Living) in two cities - Los Angeles and Houston - where 
55/ Even this does not solve all problems since the amotint of well-
being actually available to inhabitants of developed and under-




it vras considered that conditions were most similar to those prevailing 
in the selected cities of Latin America^^» 
A comparison of the specifications used by ECLA and by the Bureau 
of Labor Statistics in its regular consumer price work revealed many 
similarities; and in cases where the items were virtually identical, (for 
example, refrigerators), the Bureau of Labor Statistics agreed to provide 
ECLA with average figures collected for each of the two cities (in some 
cases making a selection of outlets so as to eliminate any where conditions 
of sale differed widely from those found in Latin America), In the case 
of unfurnished housing, a machine - tabulation of rent data was canled 
out in order to provide results as far as possible in accordance with the 
classification used by ECLA which took into accoujit the type of neighbour-
hood as well as the size of the house or apartment in each city). For 
remaining consumer goods and services (including the rental of furnished 
apartments), pricing agents of the Bureau of Labor.'Statistics carried out 
a special collection of data in accordance with ECLA's specifications 
in localities where quality would be most comparable.with that found in 
the major Latin American cities. That is to say, preference was given 
to outlets patronized chiefly by families in the lower-income brackets -
many prices paid in the United States by higher income classes being 
accordingly ignored. For construction materials, the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics (Branch of Industrial Prices) also sent a specialist to 
Los Angeles and Houston to collect data which would be comparable with that 
obtained by ECLA in Latin American cities (the enquiry being modified 
¡56/ Appreciation is in particular expressed for the interest shown and 
the advice given by Mr, Ewan Clague (Commissioner of Labor); 
lyir, Robert J, Ktyers (Deputy Commissioner of Labor); Mr, Raymond T, 
Bowman (Assistant Director foi» statistical Standards, Bureau of the 
Budget); Mr. Arnold E, Chase (Chief of the Division of Prices and 
Cost of Liviftg,•Bureau of Labor-Statistics^ and other officials of 
the Bureau of Labor Statistics who assisted in. planning and carrying 
out the work. Valuable advice was also given'by Dr. Dorothy Brady 
and Dr. Irving Kravis of the liJharton School of Economics, University 




TO TAKE INTO ACCOUNT THE DIFFERENT SCALE OF PRODUCTION, AND THEREFORE 
DIFFERENT CONDITIONS OF SALE, WHICH APPLIED i n THE UNITED STATES^/), 
At the same time, an ECLA official visited the cities concerned 
to make on the spot decisions wherever doubts arose as to the comparability 
of data in Latin America and in the United States. In the case of 
machinery and equipment, all data were collected by ECLA — two methods 
being employed. For transport equipment and for selected types of 
machinery, prices were obtained directly from the distributors or repre-
sentatives in Los Angeles and Houston (from wh«n information on freight 
rates from the factory to point of sale or distribution was also obtained). 
For other machinery items, final sales prices were requested by corres-
pondence with the manufacturers - once again obtaining information on 
freight costs to Houston, Los Angeles and other parts of the United 
States. (It may be noted that export prices were requested at the same 
time; and that with the co-operation of the manufacturers, ECLA was able 
to assemble a considerable amount of data relating to factory prices, 
inland freight, handling and o ther ejqiort charges, maritime freight, 
insurance, consular and other fees in order to arrive at the c.i.f. price 
in each Latin American country. These data were in turn compared with 
figures collected within Latin America in order to verify émd in certain 
cases to amplify the information which had been obtained by ECLA in other 
parts of its study). 
No data were collected for government services as conditions were 
so dissimilar as to render a Latin An»rican-United States comparison 
meaningless. Even for other services (such as medical, hospital, dental 
and transport services), doubts arose as to the comparability of the item 
concerned. However, only in three cases - government services, domestic 
services and labour costs in the construction industry - was it considered 
necessary to omit the prices from the enquiry. In the case of domestic 
services, it was felt that the availability of cheap domestic help in 
52/ United States prices were based on qualities normally purchased 
for constructing size houses, rather than one house as in Latin 
America» 
/Latin America 
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Latin An»H;6a wás offset by superior housing and marketing facilities 
in the Uni-è̂ èd-States J and that the omission of this'item would not-prejudice 
the results of the encjuiry. For construction costs» the impossibility of 
relating productivity to man-hours worked was a loĉ e serious problem which 
was overcomô in part by giving less weight to materials and môré to 
finished coriatruction (which implicitly included a labour^ost factor), 
3» Problems in weighting 
While ádherence to specifications applied in Latin America and 
the collection of prices in shops patronized by lower income groups 
ensured an acceptable measure of comparability "between the two United 
States cities and the seven selected cities in Latin America, the 
canbination of various items in such a way as to reflect the consumption 
patterns in both areas was a problem which ECLA's «"market-basket" approach 
could not satisfactorily solve. That is to say, no basket could be 
devised which would at one and the same time reflect the buying habits 
and consumer preferences in two areas as dissimilar as Latin America 
and the United States. 
For this study, it was accordingly decided that the calculations 
should be restricted to a set of data which would reflect the cost of a 
typical Latin American basket of goods and services, pricing it first in 
the seven Latin American cities, a M secondly in the two selected Ui^ted 
States cities. No attempt would be made to present data in the reverse 
way - that is to say, the cost of a typical United States basket in 
both the United States and in Latin America - since, this woi^d needl to 
take into account the higher quality of goods and services normally pur-
cha^^ in the United States (as well as a different weighting pattern). 
Indexes of prices or purchasing power equivalents resulting from the BCLA 
calculations need therefore to be considered within the framaworic of the 
study, recognising in particular the non-representativity of the prices 
for the United States, the bias which presumably resuliis from the use of" , 
only Latin American weights and the; effect, of ^clwdlgrig certain groups ̂  




The influence of the weighting pattern is particular]^ troublesome 
because of the very marked inverse correlation between the price level 
and the quantities of each item consumed in any country. Since consumer 
preferences shift according to the structure of prices, relatively larger 
quantitites are consumed of those items which are cheapest in each country 
(every individual endeavouring to maximise the satisfaction of his wants 
in each different situation). Conversely, production costs tend to be 
greater and prices higher for items not commonly bought by the population. 
Therefore, if tiro situations, A and B, are compared and the weighting 
system is based on the expenditure pattern in situation A, the index of 
prices for situation B relative to A wiH as a rule be higher than it 
would be if weights are derived frcmi the expenditiire pattern in situation 
B, (In a test-comparison of food and transportation costs in San Juan, 
Puerto Rico and Washington D.C,, the United States Bureau of Labor 
Statistics found that using Washington budget weights the index of food 
in San Juan would be 132 and transportation 113. However, if San Juan 
budget weights were applied, the food index would be 73 and trsinsportation 
77 - Washington being 100 in all cases^). 
The weights used in the present ECLA study were, for the inter-
coxintry comparison detailed in preceding chapters, based on the average 
of per capita quantities consumed in nineteen Latin American countries. 
For the comparison of the seven selected Latin American cities with 
Los Angeles and Houston, it was decided that the weights should not be 
influenced by the consumption pattern in areas such as Central America, 
the Caribbean or the less industrialized parts of Latin America. Weights 
are accordingly based on the average of the per capita quantities consumed 
in Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Mexico, Peru and Venezuela - Uruguay being 
58/ Measuring Comparable Living Costs in Cities of Diverse Characteristics, 
United States Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics. 
(Reprint N® 2207, from the tonthly Labor Review, October 1956). 
For other references to the differing effect which weighting systems 




excluded since the consxmption estimates were not considered sufficiently 
reliable.^2/. Once again it may be pointed out that the weighting differs 
from that which would be adopted for an inter-regiOnal comparison (of 
Latin America with Europe or Asia, for example) since a system designed 
for the latter pxarpose should give to the price of each item in each country 
an importance proportional to the total expenditure on that, item in the 
country concerned (as against a per capita concept adopted for the present 
comparisons). 
In theory, ECLA's approach assumes a fixed market basket or.a rigid 
pattern of expenditure in all the countries being compared. While :this 
was appropriate for countries of similar characteristics witJr^^ I^tin 
America, it was nonetheless found to create inconsistencies in some,,, 
instances. Slight variations in the weighting pattern were.therefore 
found necesss^ry even within'Latin America to obtain accurate measure? , . 
of equivalence in the v arious situations (morèP light-weight clothii^ being^ 
for example, appropriate in tropical á¿' cóinpai^ tviith tjanperate zone.s), ^ 
In the comparison of Latin American cities-^xth Los Angeles ^ Houston,. , 
still more variation in the weighting pattera wás'considered advisable 
in order to offset differences in climiaté) environment, customs, tastes 
and preferences - the approach thus dfeviátlrig slightly from a fixed, 
market basket which would give in piactide à vaŝ Ĵiig of well^ 
being or satisfaction'in the unequal situations. In the case of bread, 
for instance, a fixed per capita quantity was used for weighting purposes, 
but the component items were allowed to'vary: ̂ cording to the proportioné 
of French bread, English bread, a i K i other-varieties consumed in Latin 
America and in .the United States respectively,^ • Similar adjustaients 
appeared necessary in the case of fresh, froàêrt and canned food; wines, 
beer and other beverages; tailor-made and maiiufactured clothing; fuel 
items; furnishings and other household equipoeait; p\d)lic and private 
¿2/ Foi* the comparison of î rices in th^ ian^^ AmeHcan. còimtríès 
the pattern of expenditure in Uruguay was estimated on the'basis 




transport sexvicesjfntejrtainment; materials used in construction; and 
equipment necessary for productive or distributive purposes* i&i some 
cases,.the adjustments cut across the arrangement of BCliA's expenditure 
groups, e.g. television sets which subistitute for cinemas and theatrea 
to a geater extent in the Ifeited States than in Latin America; likewise, 
vacuum cleaners, washing machines, outside laundry services etc, which 
in the Ihited States to some extent take the place of domestic help in 
Latin, America, With the limited amovint of research done by ÉCLA in this 
field, it was obviously impossible to make all the adjustments necessary, 
to obtain equivalence in the various situations. However, the most 
glaring inconsistencies were rectified and in such cases the weighting 
pattern was allowed to vajcy in order to compensate for differences in 
quality or in the quantities consumed. 
4. The results of the comparison 
(a) Purchasing power equivalents 
Because of the scope of the studyj the coverage of the data, the 
methodology adopted and the difficulties involved in obtaining 
equivalence in two areas as dissimilar as the United States and Latin. 
America^ the calculations made by ECLA on the basis of prices in 
Los Angelesj Houston and the main Latin American cities in no way 
provide an evaluation of the parity exchange rates which would apply to 
the currencies of the countries concerned. On the other hand, the 
results do with reasonable accuracy indicate the cost of a given 
collection of goods and services in selected Latin American cities on 
the one hand, and in Los Angeles and Houston on the other (the collection, 
or "market basket", being determined in accordance with the expenditure 
patterns in Latin American coxmtries only). 
It will be seen from Table 23 for instance, that in June 1962 
(which is the common date selected for comparison purposes) one 
Argentine peso had the same, purchasing power in Buenos, Aires as 2,85 
cruzeiros in Rio de Janeiro, ,0121 escudgs in Santiago, ,096 Mexican 
pesos in Mexico City, ,215 soles in Lima, ,10? Uruguayan pesos in 




IN Los Angeléis and HOUSTON^ - assuming always that such currencies 
were used to buy a specified basket of goods and services determined 
in accordance with the e^gjenditure pattçms in the Latin American 
countries concerned. Put in another way, a basket of goods and serVicep, 
representative of eoqjenditxire in the selected Latin American countries, 
which vrould have cost one dollar at Los Angeles and Houston (prices in 
the two citiçs being averaged) would cost 78 ̂ gentine pesos in 
Buenos Aires, 23I cruzeiros in Riç de Janeiro, ,95 esçudos in Santiago, 
7,50 Mexican pesos in Mexico City, 16,9 soles in Lima, 8,36 Uruguayan 
pesos in Montevideo and,4.28 bolivares in Caracas!^ ' , 
On the other hand, according to the free market exĉ iange rates, 
one Iftiited Stiates dollar was equal to 135 Argentine pesos, 359 cruzeiros, 
1.63 escudos, 12,49 Mexican pesos, 26.8 soles, 10.98 Uruguayan pesos 
and 4.54 bolivares. Even though the price data for the various cities 
have shortcomings with respect to representativity and although the 
adoption of a Latin American basket undoubtedly biases the results 
for the United States, it is obvious that Latin American currencies 
were very much undervalued vis-a-vis the dollar. The orfy exception 
is the bolivar where the purchasing power equivalent (4.28 bolivares 
to one dollar for the selected basket of goods and services) was very 
little below the free market rate of 4.54 bolivares to the dollar -
and much in excess of the controlled selling rate of 3.35 which still 
applied in June 1962 to essential imports and other preferential 
transactions» 
60/ , In the case of the two United States cities mentioned, results are 
presented as an tinvreighted average so as to facilitate an inter-
pretation of the_ resu].ts. Individual fi^^es for each linited States 
city were: Houston .0121 dollars, and Los Angeles .0134 dollars. 
61/ .It may be.observed that for Latin American countries, the pattern 
• OF relati'irê 'prices is slightü̂ y difrerent in Table 24 from that in 
7 - thÇ; boiiig due to i-'io v.và.§hting adopted (wlriich FOR 
. Tab"'-'-} is bas'Jd on for a reduced number OF 
couiitries) and to the coverage of tb3 data (vâiich now excludes 
goverhmènt. and; certain other senaces). 
/Table 23 
E/CN. 12/653 
P.-̂ ge 149 
Table 23 
INTER-CITY COMPARISON OP EXCHANGE RATES AMD PÜRCHASINC POVJER EaüWALENTS: JUI® I962 ^ 




(/J-S) Cruzeiro Escudo ' " • Sol 
?eso [Ur) Boll-trar U,S, Dollar 
BUiWOS AWES 
Units equivalent to one Argentine peso 
Purchasing power equivalent X 2.85 .0121 .096 .215 .107 .0546 .0128 
Free market rate X 2.66 .0121 .092 .199 .081 .0336 .0074 
RIO DE JANEIRO 
Units equivalent to one Cruzeiro 
Purchasing power equivalent .350 X .00I+2 .0335 .075^ .0374 .0191 .0045 
Free market rate .376 X .00^5 .0347 .074^ .0305 .0126 .0028 
SANTIAGO DE CHILE 
Units equivalent to one Escudo 
î jrehafiing power equivalent 82.6 236 X 7.90 17.6 8.81 
3.19^ 
1.053 
Free market rate 82.8 221 X 7.66 16.4 6.74 .614 
Controlled (offlolal) rate 128^6 3^2 X 11,90 25.5 10.46 .952 
MEXICO CITY 
Units equivalent to one Hejdcan peso 
Rir<á>asing power equivalait 10^5 29.82 .127 X 2.25 1.116 5.71 .133 
Free market rate 10.81 28.78 .130 X 2.15 .879 .364 .080 
LB'IA 
Units equivalent to one Sol 
ParchasIng power equivalent 4.61+ 13.2 .0563 .Wt X a ,496 .254 .0593 
Free market rats 5.0I+ 13.4 .0608 .466 X ,410 .169 .0373 
• MONTEVIDEO 
Units equivalent to one UruOTâ ran peso 
Rirohasing power equivalent 9.37 26.7 .114 .90 2.02 X .512 .120 
Free market rate 12.30 32.7 .148 1.14 2.44 X ,4l4 .091 
CAa'iCAS 
Units eq̂ ulvalent to one Bolivar 
Rirdmslng power eqiolvalent 18.3 52.2 .222 1.75 1.95 X 
Free market rate 29.7 79.1 2.75 
107.3 .313- 3*73 
5.91 2.42 X ,220 
Controlled selling reto 40.3 8.00 3.28 X .299 
Rirchaslng power equivalent 78 
Free market rate 135 
HOUSTOr.-IOS AilCFJES (Avei'age) 
Units equlvalait to c/ns l-jSo Dolls.t' 
23ir Tj'j 7.50 16.9 
35? 12.1̂ 9 26.6 
8.36 
10.98 
If. 28. X 
X 
^ As explainfid In purcha-.t-ig jxjwer cqulvalirts rsTa-'̂ g "tc •'•''-e oost of a Latin American marlcet basket 
of goods and for/i.̂ft.-; nr fe-ic.'i 'y - p̂jii; toirii; cjjrbjncd t/lth re'-glits ijhich refleoi the expenditure 
patterns Ir. La'.iji Aa=.:r,ic-.n cu v'"'-
^ Where both fi-tii „,ai k-!t ard oon-.r-.i'jJ e--'ictci, the irca ret^s were rsla'̂ 'ed to the free rates, and 
controlled rr.t'o to il3¿ ratee (íriiir,̂  to -fc-e ffey i-atê ® 
^ Offlclal(convr 1,,C. } , 




(b).. Price -reiativea (at free inafTcet" exc . . . 
ihe e;rtent of the.undei^luation ̂ o toerican currencies, 
is suggested (but not measured) "by the index of relative prices 
given in Table 24 - data being determined by a direct comparison of 
the purchasing power equivalents and the free market exchange rates 
already shown for each city in Table 23». 
It will be observed that -using the weighting system based on 
Latin American expenditure patterns and considering only those items 
in the United, States which vrere comparable in quality with their 
counterpart in Latin America", the price level in Buenos Aires and 
Santiago was only 58 per cent of the level in the,two United States 
cities of Los Angeles and Houston; in Mexico City, it was 60 per cent; 
in Rio de Janeiro 62 per cent; Lima-63 per cent; Montevideo 76 per centj 
and Caracas 94 per cent, 
" J 
Since the reciprocal of the.price indexes iiidifcates the relative 
purchasing power of each currency, it may likexdLse be said that, 
converting cyrrencies at the free market rates of exchange prevailing 
in June 1962, the Argeritine peso had 72 per cent more purchasing power, 
for the selected goods and services in Buenos iUres than an equivalent, 
amount of dollars would have had in Los Angeles §tnd Houston, Similarly, 
the escudo had 71 per cent more pxirchasing powey, the Ifexican. peso 
67 pgr cent more, the cruzeiro 6l per cent more, the sol 59 per cent 
more, the Uruguayan peso 31 per cent more and the bolivar 6 per cent 
more (but at controlled rates of exchange the bolivar had 22 per cent 
less purchasing power than a corresponding amount of dollars in the 
two cities spent under the circxmstances mentioned)!^ 
62/ Note also that at the official exchange rate of 1,05 escudos to 
the dollar which ruled in June 1962, the price index for Santiago 
would be 95 and the index of purchasing power for the escudo 





PRICE REUTIVES AMD TKE PüRCHASIÍlG POWER OF CURRBÍCIES IN SE1SCTE3) CITIES: 
AT FREE MARKET RATES OP EXCHAÍBE, JUME 1562 
(Indexes; base elty « ICQ) 






Janeiro Lima Montevideo Caraos^ 
Houston^ 
Los Angeles 
Buenos Aires: Aigentina 1 0 0 1 0 1 103 107 108 1 3 1 1 6 2 172 
Santiago: Chile 99 1 0 0 1 0 2 106 107 130 1 6 0 171 
Hexloo Ci-ty: Mexico 97 98 1 0 0 10k 105 127 157 167 
Rio de Janeiro: Brazil 93 9»! 96 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 2 2 151 l 6 l 
Lima: Peru 92 93 96 99 1 0 0 1 2 1 1 5 0 159 
Montevideo: Uruguay 76 77 79 8 2 8 2 1 0 0 12k 131 
Caracas: Venezuela 6 2 62 61+ 6 6 67. 81 1 0 0 1 0 6 
Houston-Los Angeles: U.S.Â* 58 58 6 0 6 2 63 76 94 1 0 0 
Note I Horlzonial Columns ® Indexes of Prices. 




. So far as the Uhited ^ates is concerned, it may be appropiate 
at this stage to point out that although ¿rices for cities in Latin 
Merica were compared with the average, of prices in Houston and Ix)s 
Angeles,- a significant difference existed in the price levels for 
those two cities Los Angeles prices for the, Latin"American basket 
(arrived at with the use of Latin American imights^ being 10,5 per -
cent higher than in Houston. - - . . , 
No attempt has been made by iCLA to compare the price levels of 
Houston and Los Angeles witlj those in other l&iited States cities. It 
may be of interest, however, to quote the calcvilations made ty the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics for two typical budgets vMch were prices 
in various cities of the United States during the autumn of 1959» 
•While no weighted averages are available, it will be noticed 
that the Los Angeles indeic for the City Worker's Family Budget was 
three points above the uraíeighted average of levels in all twenty 
cities;-and--two points.above the average leyel in the case bf the ' 
Retired Couplers Budget, On the other hand, Houston was respectively-
12 and 13 index points below the-, unx'reighted average levels for the • 
two budgets. Since Houston and Los Angeles together were on an unweighted 
basis 4.5 and 5.5 index points below the twenty-city average for the 
two budgets, this would suggest that ECLA^s resu3.ts for Houston and Los 
Angeles (combined) were also about five per cent beloxir an average price 
level in the whole of the Iftiited States - specially if accotmt is 
taken of the density of population in each city or its share in national 
expenditure, (which would give proportionately more importance to prices 
in New York, Chicago and other large cities),^ 
62/ The significance of an "average" price level, or the method of 
its calctalation, is tacitly ignored. It shoiid be noted that 
divergent views exist as to the validity or the usefulness of 
such averages if they reíate to a large area with'a diversified 




• VKiTED STASIS" KJSÊAÜ OP LAÊOR STATISTICS CALCUUTIOK ÒP REUnTO' INPiJl^iíY 
DIFFERENCES IN THE COST OP BUDGETS IN 20 UKÍE'UNITED STATES' ̂  
• . - ' CITIES AND. SUBUI^, AÜTDMN. 195? • •. 

















Atlanta 92 89 Minneapolis 101 103 
Baltimore ' 93 93 New York ,97 100 
Boston • 103 108 Philadelphia 96 95 
Chicago 107 110 • Pittsburgh 101 102 
Cinolnnati 99 96 Portland, Oreg. 101 100 
Cleveland 101 106 St. Louis 102 102 
Detroit 99 102 San Francis00 103 106 
Houston 87 87 Sor^tpn 93 66 
Kansas City .97 100 Seattle 107 107 
Los Angeles 102 102 Washington D,C. 100 100 
S/ Th3 ínterin City Vfcrter's FsTily Eurgrt an-l the BLS 
Interim Budget for a Retired COUPIR, United States 
Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics (Reprints 23^ and 




(c) Analysis by main expenditt̂ re; groups (at free market rates of 
exchange) 
Table 26 shows in terms first of the Mexican peso and secondly 
the United States dollar," the purchasin.g power equivalents for the main 
components of the Latin American basket of goods and services priced 
in each of the cities* 
As alreatfy emphasized, the prices of all items refer to qualities 
regularly purchased in Latin America; and items have been combined 
in accordance vâth the expenditure pattern of selected Latin American 
countries without taking into account the differing pattern xíhich 
applies for purchases of residents in the Ifoited States, 
It will '̂ e obsei*ved that an ^.ount of food iirhich costs one peso 
in Mexico City, 2.10 soles in Lima, ,55 bolivares in Venezuela or 
24.8 cruzeiros in Brazil vrould cost 13.9 centp (,139 dollars) in 
Los Angeles - Houston,-^^ In reciprocal form, a Ditin American basket 
of food which would have cost one dollar in Los Angeles and Hpuston 
would correspond to a basket costing 50,3 M$M in Buenos Aires,,177.8 -
cruzeiros in Rio de Janeiro, ,702 escudos in Santiago de Chile, 
7,16 pesos in Meiscico City and so on. 
Data for other groups are given in a similar manner - the free 
market rate of exchange also being shown in the table for comparison 
purposes, (Greater detail is also provided in the Statistical Annex.) 
The division of the purchasing power eqiaivalent by the prevailing 
exchange rate provides an indication of the relative price level for 
64/ Results for Los Angeles and Houston have been arithmetically 
averaged - the Houston figure being 13.1 cents and Los i\ngeles 
14.8 cents, li\ihile not shown in Table 25, the corresponding figures 
in cents for other sectors were (Houston figures given first): 
II: 13.9 and I4.O VI: 24.2 and 27.7 XI: 6,7 and 6.9 
III: 12.0 and 9.8 VII: 17.3 and 21,0 XII: 6.0 and 6.0 
IV: 8.9 and 9.0 VIII: 15.0 and 15.8 TOTAL: 12.7 and 14.0 





DíTESrCITY COMPARISON OP iWICHASlKG íDli/ER mJVTAlMfS 
Por a Latin Amerloa Karkot-Basket priced In Selected Citiess Juno 1^620/ 
(c.) Units of curroney eciuival^t I» one Mexican P9ffl> 
"""--v. City 
ESpondituii^s. . Currency 




1 0 . 8 •• 
Rio de Santiago 
Janeiro de üftile 
Cr,$ E® 
28.8 • '.IJO • 
Hexioo 
City. . 
1 . 0 0 
Lliaa 
S/o 
; 2 . 1 5 
Montevideo Caracas 
$(ürüg) Bs» 





COMSUMER EXPEKDITURÉ; TOTAL i/ '9.9 . 2 9 . 0 • . 12Ç . 1 . 0 0 2 , 2 7 1 . 1 0 ' és. . 1 3 7 
U Pood . . 6 . 1 . 24.8. .098 1 . 0 0 , . ,. 2 . 1 0 . . • .96 .55 . 1 3 9 
II» Beverages 8.9 2 2 . 8 . 1 3 0 1 , 0 0 2.23 ' 1 . 1 5 .78 . 1 3 9 
III. Tobacco 1 0 . 1 . 23.3:. , 1 2 2 . 1.00 .89 • . .49 • .53- . . 1 1 0 . 
17, Clothing, Textiles 10.1 35.0 .127 1 . 0 0 2 . 0 9 1 . 0 5 .43 .089 
V, Housing ll.é 38.4 .192 1 . 0 0 2.5á 1.42 .63 . 1 2 3 
VI* Transport^Conununl cations 12,4 2 9 . 0 .111 1 . 0 0 2.89 1 . 0 2 .éO , . 2 6 0 
VII, Personal care Í5.é 2 6 . 9 . 1 8 1 1 . 0 0 2.89 1.56 .87 . 1 9 1 
VIII, Recreation 12,-7 2.6.9 .142 . ,1.00 • 3.90 . 1.09 .63 - -.154, 
INVESTMAHTS TOTAL 14,0 35.0 1 . 0 0 2.14 1.24 . 1 1 0 
X. Construction 14.0 34.8 . 1 0 9 1.00 I;96 1 . 3 0 .42 .159 
XI. Producers'éqüipment 1 3 . 5 . 35.1 .118 . 1.00. 2 . 2 3 . 9 9 . 2 9 - . 0 6 3 
XII , Transport equipment 1 5 . 3 35.0 , 1 5 2 1.00 2 . 5 1 1 . 7 0 .41 . 0 6 0 
TOTAL EXPEI®ITORE J ^ 10.4 29.8 .127- 1.00 2.25 1.12 
(b) Units of eurrenoy equivalent to one U.S» dollar 
(Spént in Los Angeles and Houston) 
' ' City 
Currency 






























coMsur-ER ExmroiTUREs, TOTAL ̂  72.0 211,4 .933 7.29 16.54 7.99 4.4o 1.00 
I. Food 58.3 177.8 .702 7.35 15.03 6.86 3.92 1.00 
II. Beverages 64.0 163.7 .934 • 7.17 15.99 8.22 5.57 1.00 
III. Tobacco . . • , 91.9 212.2 1.108 9.12 8.08. 4.50 4.87 1.00 
IV, Clothing, Textiles 112.6 391,0 1.422 11.18 2 3 . 3 9 11.69 4.83 1.00 
V, Housing 94.0 311.8 1 . 5 6 3 : 8.12 2 0 . 7 5 11.57 5.12 1.00 
VI. TransportfCommunications 47.7 111.5 .429 3.85 1 1 . 1 3 3.90 2 . 3 2 1.00 
VII. Personal care 81.5 140.8 .945 5.23 •15^14. 8 . 1 9 4.58 1.00 
VIII. Recreation 82.6 174.5 : .923 6.49 1 9 . 4 9 7 . 0 7 4 . 0 7 1,00 
roVESTMEJ'JT: TOTAL 1 2 7 , 0 317.2 1.076 9.07 19.40 1 1 . 2 3 3.36 1.00 
X« Construction 8 8 . 0 2 1 9 . 3 .609 6 . 3 0 1 2 . 3 1 8.17 2 . 6 7 1.00 
XI. Producers'equiianent 199.2 516.7 1.733 14.71 32.83 14.64 , 4 . 2 3 1.00 
XII» Transgjort equipment 255.2 583.4 2.538. I6.é8 41.78 28.27 6.80 1.00 
TOTAL EXPEJTOITURE ^ 78.4 2 2 3 , 6 .949 7.50 I6C37 6 . 3 6 4.28 1.00 
9/ Itans have been' combined trith weights ̂ rtiich reflect the eaçjfinditüre pattern in Latin American countries only, 




each i t ^ (or grçup of itms) in each city," As mentioned in a previous 
chapter, however, the selection of a particular city as a reference 
point or base automatically places the prices for such items at the 
level, of 100 - thus preventing an evaluation of price relationships 
which apply within that country» Only in the case of a conçiarison 
of prices with Houston and Los Angeles was it considered convenient 
to present a table which used prices in a single country (or part of 
a country) as base — the reason being that the relationship of letin 
American price levels vi&^~vis those of the Ifrjited States is of 
considerable interest irrespective of the internal price structure 
which applies for the United States cities concerned,. These data are 
presented in part (b) of Table 2?, For Latin America, it was decided 
that the technique used in Chapter II should be applied - that is to 
say, the prices in süJ. seven Latin American cities should be averaged 
and the resulting level should be adopted as the comparison - base. 
These figures are presented in summary form in part (a) of Table 2?, 
lihile comments cannot be made on all points of interest in the 
results," attention may be drawn to the relatively low prices of most 
consumer goods in Latin American çities as,compared -with Houston and 
Los Angeles» A reverse situation, however, applied in the case of 
machinery and equipment (which represented approximately half of all 
investment in Latin Americçn countries)» 
in the case of Foods, prices in Buenos Aires, Rio de Janeiro and 
Santiago were (at free market rate of exchange) less than half 9,3 high 
as they were in Los Angeles and Houston; while for Mexico City, Lima 
and Montevideo, the prices were.between 56 and 62,per cent of the level 
in the two United States cities» Only in Caracas, where the percentage 
figure was 86 did prices for Latin Merica approach those in the 
Uiited States cities mentioned» At the levels of the sub-groups (figures 
for which are shown in the Statistical Annex) the items very much 
cheaper in the Latin American cities were Meat (ind% for Houston and 
Los Angeles - 175 if the average of prices in Latin American cities is 
taken as 100)j Fish (268); Milk products and.eggs (164)5 Cereals (l92)j 





INTER-Cm DIi?PSRaiCES DI HIICE LEVELS AT FREE M/JIKET EXGHAIIGE RATES 
For a Latin American Market-Basket priced in Selected Citiess June Ijéz y 
(a) Indexes; Average of prices in seven Latin American cities s lOO) 
E^OJendlture sector Buenos Rio de Santiago Hexloo Lima Montevideo 
Caracas Average Houston 
Aires Janeiro de Chile City 7.i'.A L. Angele (cities) 
CONSUMER EXFE^ITtJRE: TOTAL i/ 81 E 87 89 94 n o 149 100 
1, Pood % 87 76 101 98 109 153 100 175 
11. Beverages 71 68 86 86 90 1 1 2 186 100 150 
III, Tobacco 106 92 107 114 47 169 100 157 
IV, Clothing textiles 87 I l k 91 93 91 111 112 100 lo4 
V, Housing 79 99 109 74 88 1 2 0 130 100 114 
VI, Transport,Conmiunicationa 98 86 73 86 1 1 6 99 143 100 278 
VII, Personal care 98 63 94 68 92 120 1 6 5 100 1 6 2 
VIH. Recreation 96 76 89 82 m 101 142 100 157 
PECEB DIVESTIiEIiT! TOTAL 115 108 82 W .89 125 92 100 1 2 3 
X, Construction nk 107 74 88 81 130 101+ 100 176 
XI, Producers'equipment 120 116 87 95 98 110 75 100 81 
X H , Transport equipment 110 9"+ 91 78 91 150 87 100 58 
TOTAL EXPENDITURE y Jé 92 87 89 93 1 1 3 l4o 100 148 
(b) Indexes: Average of prices In Los Angeles end Houston = 100) 
Expenditure sector Buenos Rio de Santiago Misdco Lima Kontovideo 
Caldcas Houcton 
Aires Janeiro de Chile City L.̂ tfigoles 
CONStJMER EXPENDITURE: TOTAL ^ 53 59 57 FE 62 73 97 100 
I, Pood 49 43 57 56 62 86 100 
II, Beverages U6 57 57 6o 75 1 2 3 100 
III, Tobacco 68 59 68 7.3 30 41 1 0 7 100 
IV, Clothing, textiles 83 10? 87 89 57 1 0 6 106 100 
V. Housing 70 87 96 65 77 1 0 5 1 1 3 100 
Vr, Transport,Conminunlcatlons 35 31 26 31 42 36 51 100 
ViX, Personal care 60 39 58 k2 56 75 1 0 1 loo 
VIII, Recreation 61 57 52 73 6k 90 100 
FECm DIVESTIiaiT; TOTAL 9l M éí 2 3 7 2 102 100 
X» Construction 65 61 1+2 50 k6 74 59 100 
XI, Producers'equipment lif8 143 108 118 122 136 93 100 
XII, Transport equipment 189 1 6 2 1 5 6 134 1 5 6 257 1 5 0 100 
TOTAL EXPENDITURE y 58 62 J 8 60 Jl J 6 94 100 
y Weights reflect the espenditure pattern in Latin American ooontries only. 
J^ Excliides Goverment Eisqpenditure on consumer goods and services» 
/-"̂ nd Other 
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and Other Foods (^dnicipal item, coffeej index; 112) were the only 
sub-groups for -which price levels in the Latin American and the Ifcâted 
States cities were fit'all sifflilaTi 
For Beverages, prices in Houston and Los Angeles were 50 per cent 
above the average of levels in the seven Latin American cities — alcoholic 
beverages being 6? per cent and non-alcoholic varieties 43 per cent 
above that average. 
Tobacco prices revealed almost the same price differences - those 
of Los Angeles and Houston being 57 per cent higher thaçi the average 
in Latin American cities. Note that, as iri-th Beverages, considerable 
price variation existed for the individual cities within Latin America» 
Price differences also applied in the case of Tobacco for Los Angeles 
and Houston (the spread çf prices being 24 per cent). 
Prices of Textile Si. Clothing and Footx̂ rear in .the two ^ited States. 
•cities were little different from those prevailing in Latin America, 
For Textiles (which includes yard goods as well,as household items such, 
as sheets and blankets), the price index (S4) was actually lower'for 
Houston and Los Angeles than» for cities in latin America - the 
exceptions being Buenos Aires (31) and Mexico City (69),^^ 
Housing was 14 per cent more expensive in Houston and Los Angeles 
than, in the selected Latin American cities - Rent being 4 per cent higher; 
Fuel, light and water 54 per cent; Household supplies (such as kitcheiv-
ware, cutlery, cleaniçig articles, etc.), 34 per centj and Furniture, 
29 per cent. However, .Electrical appliimces (which include radios and • 
televisipn sets as well as refrigerators, washing machines, vacuum 
cleaners, etc.) were in Los Angeles, and Houston on3y 52 per cent of the 
average price level in the seven Latin American cities (the latter 
average being influenced considerably by veiy high levels at Santiago and 
tontevideo i^ere prices xfere three timès those of the United States 
cities). 
65/ As with other figures quoted in this part of the chapter, the 




In the case of rent, it should be noted that the figures used in 
this enquiry relate to a type and quality of housing in Latin America 
which is inferior to that commonly available in the United States, The 
representative house chosen for a working class family in the Latin 
American cities had its counterpart only in some of the poorer districts 
of Houston and Los Angelesj and only in the case of houses for upper-
income families in Latin America did standards approach those of the 
Ifoited States cities. Since the Latin American weighting pattern gave 
much greater importance to workdjig-class family housing, the results 
for the Ihited States contain a significant element of bias* 
Transport and Commtmications presented appreciable problems in 
view of the differing means of transport used and the distances involved. 
While most Latin Americans rejy on public transport§.tion systems such 
as buses, trolleys and trains, in the United Spates, according to one 
survey^^ 6? per cent of the wprkers go,by car, 14 per cent walk and 
only 19 per cent travel by bus, trolley, r9,il or, underground. In 
additipn, while in cities such as Santiago, Lima, Montevideo and , 
Mexico, distances of five kilometres (three miles) seemed typical, in 
Los Angeles journeys of as,much as ten miles were quite common. For 
Houston, on the othey hand, typical distances viere smallerj while 
within Latin America, the situation in Rio de Janeiro and Buenos Aires 
was more like that of Los Angeles (apart from the means of transportation 
commonly used}* In accordance with the compromise weighting pattern 
which was decided on, transportation costs residents of Houston and 
Los Angeles nearly three times as much as it costs Latin Americans 
living in the selected cities (public transportation being 3»5 and 
privately operated transport 1,3 times more expensive in Houston-
Los Angeles than in Latin America), Note that exti^es existed within 
Latin America — Santiago prices being only one seventh those of Houston 
and Los Angeles for public.transportation, while in Lim and Caracas, 
they were roughly one half. Private transportation on the other hand was 
cheaper in Lima and Caracas than it xias in Santiago, Buenos Aires and other 
Latin American cities - and much cheaper thaa in Houston or Los Angeles, 
66/ Source: The Economist, March 9, 1963, page 897, 
/Personal Care 
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. Personal Gare was a heterogeneous, sector which those items 
involving personal service ,or high labour, cost were very expensive fpr . 
Houston and Los Angele § relative to. iatin America, Mescal, dental and 
hospital services cost, for instance, , 77 per cent more, and Hair^essxng 
133 per c.ent more, Nç attempt was made to include Domestic;:help,, since . 
conditiçns. of housing, productivity of . serv^ts, shçppiijg and marketing 
systems, availability of cheap household appliances, etc» were so very 
different in the two,areas,, Only laundering and dry cleaning costs vrere 
covered - for both of which, prices in. Latin American and in IMte^ 
States cities were sicular» . Drugs and medicines, it m i l be noted, 
were expensive in Houston and Los Angeles (index l60) but even more. 
e39e^ive at .frçe market r̂ ites of exchange in Venezuela (index 198), 
Toilet articles, perfumery, cosmetics, etc., were 22 per cent more 
expensive in the two l^ited States cities than in the seven cities cf 
Latin. America, However, the Latin American average,was influenced 
considerably by low price levels in .Rio de. Janeiro, Buenos Aires and 
Mexico City, Prices in Santiago and Lima being actually higher than 
in the two Luited States cities, (The index for Caracas was. at about/ .. 
the limited States level and I-Iontevideo a few points less). In total, 
the Personal. Care sector showed a price level fpr Houston and Loa 
Angeles 62 per cent above the average for the seven Latin American cities» 
Recreation was expensive in Los Angeles and Houston - especially 
cinemcis which had the greatest weight. Difficulties in allocating; weights 
arose, however, because of the greater availability of television In 
the Ihited States (the importance of . cinemas as a means of entertainment 
being much less than in Lat:m America), 
Investment was 23 per cent more costly at Houston and Lç>s • , ̂  
Angeles than in the seven Latin Americam cities, Indexes^were, hcwever, : 
influenced considerably by the cost of Construction which, because, 
of high labor costs, was considerably more expensive in the United States 
cities (index:.- 176) th§ji in latjn Merican cities (l0O)i Prices of ' 
building materials, were, however,' more,.similar for the various cities,- ' 
the indexes (vjhich ̂ e not shown separateXy in Table.27 or in the' ' 
Statistical Annex) beijig as follows: (base: average of prices in seven.,,,.̂ . 




Í05j Montevideo : 113 
96; Two IMted States 
80: cities : 122 
Buenos Aires: 115; Hio de Janeiro 
Mexico City : 8?; lima ' 
Caracas ; 104; Santiago 
]%chi3iery and Equipment was much more e:g)ensive in Latin Merican 
cities than in either Houston or Los Angele?; and notvrithstanding the 
fact that dn dome inètances (e»g. tractors), Latin American importers 
were able to obtain equivalent models from European' countries at a 
significantly lower factory price than, that'ruling in the United, States, 
the addition of majritime freight costs, insurance, consvàiu:' fees, custcMis 
duties, and (for some còüntries) appreciable surcharges, made the price 
of Agricultural and Industrial Ejuiprnent ábòut 20 per cent more in the 
Latin American cities than in the United States. The exception was 
Caracas — imports of equipment into Venezuela being favoured with a prefe-
rential exchange rate of 3*35^olivares instead of 4,54 boliyares to the 
d o l l a r ( I n addition imports of this kind into Venezuela were virtually 
duty-free, a saaH consxjlar fee being applied)« For other Latin 
American cities it vdll be observed that, prices of Industrial equiment 
were highest in Buenos Aires (index, 124), follpwed by Rio de Janeiro 
.(ll6) and Itontevideo 0.09)» Howeverj Lima (96), Mexico City (94) and 
Santiago (86) were priced below the average for the seven Latin American 
cities but were nevertheless more ejcpensive than Houston and Los Angeles, 
(80), Agricultural equipment was most expensive in.Rio de Janeiro (121), 
Lima (ll5)i I^ntevideo (114) and Buênos Aires (104)* On the other hand, 
as imports into Chile açid Venezuela were favoured by preferential 
exchange rate treatment, figures for Santiago (76) and Caracas (71) 
were below both the average level for the Latin American cities and the 
level for Houston and Los Angeles (82), Office equipment was expensive 
at Santiago and Montevideo, but was congjaratively cheap in Buenos Aires 
(71). The içidex for the two United States cities (93 was at an interme-
diate level, equal to that of Mexico City and slightly below Lima (98) 
and Caracas (lOl), 
67/ A few important exceptions, e.g. construction equipment, were 




Transport Equipment was, Latin American standarçjs, eacbrpnely 
cheap at Houston and Los Angeles - prices of automobiles, trucks, and 
other road vehicles being 56 per cent of the average price in the seven 
Latin American cities. At an opposite extreme was Uruguay (I50), Price 
indexes for ronaining cities were clustered within ten points of the 
Latin American average - the exception being Mexico City where an index 
of 77 placed it intermediate between Houstçn-Los Angeles and the Latjn 
American groiç) represented by Buenos Aires, Rio de Janeiro, Santiago, 
Lima 9nd Car^-cas, Prices for Other Transport items (railway ix>lling 
stock, ships, planes, etc.) observed a similar pattern» 
(d) Summary 
In conclusion, it may be said that notwithstanding the shortcomings 
of the data (because of incomplete coverage the non-representativity of 
the prices and the weighting pattern as applied to the two United States . 
cities), rathçr Interesting results emerge from the inter-city conparison. 
In particular, Latin American currencies with the exception of the 
bolivar (and presumably the Dominican peso) appear to be very much under-
valued if free market exchange rates are used to esî iress those currencies 
in terms of the Iftiited States dollars. The Latin American cities selected 
for this part of the study are situated in countries where prices were 
generally low relative to those applying in other parts of the region,' 
However, in Chapters L-IH, it was seen that Venezuela was situated at a 
high extreme in relative price levels (exceeded in 1962 only by the 
Dominican Republic), It may accordingly be assumed that the five Central 
AmerLcaii countries as well as Panama and Haiti would be sitxiated at a 
level intermediate between Uruguay (ífontevideo) and Venezuela (Caracas) 
if an inter-country comparison were.made for^all parts of latin, 
America v;is-^vis the United States, Ecuador, on the other hand, would 
in June 1962 have no doubt ranked as the country v̂ ith the greatest 
measure of under-valuation when the free market exchange rate is used 
to express the monetaiy relationships. The currencies, of Bolivia, 




would no doubt have had approximatiel^ twice the purchasing power of 
the dollar in June 1962, However, the actual extent of this difference 
in piirchasing power can only be estimated rçughly, since full and 
comparable data for all items in all cities, specially within the 
United Stateg, have not yet been obtained. 
Lastly, it should be noted that since June 1962 significant 
modifications have occurred in certain countries for the level of 
prices and the free exchange rates. A marked devaluation has for 
instance taken place for the çruzeiro (and to a much lesser extent 
the Argentina peso). However, at the time this study is witten 
(April 1963), the ILatin American curareaicy mo^t under-valued vis^a-vis 
the dollar is undoubtpdly the Chilean escudo, with a free market rate 
of exchange of over 3,0 escudos to the dollar. 
/ANNEX 
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ANNEX 
T E G H H I C A L M O T E S 
1, Earlier Research 
Few studies designed to evaluate the purchasing power of national curren-
cies and establish relative levels of prices have been attemptedj and of 
these most have placed the emphasis on real wages or real income that is 
to say, oii the amount.of goods and sejrvices which can be purchased, or for a 
given level of income. The relationship of wage levels. relative to pĴ 'ice® 
in the various countries has been thç main interest; and as in computing 
the wage price ratio for aiiy coxmtry, the exchange rate autcanatically 
drops out (applying both to the numerator and the denominator of the ratio 
in question), the problem of determining a purchasing povrer equivalent for 
each comtry has been avoided. Those calculations which were made along 
lines designed to establish purchasing power parities have h3.d a limited 
scope and as a rule applied only to a particular type of e:xpenditure - as 
for food or clothing - where the commodities purchased are fairly well 
defined and the differences in quality amongst countries are (rightly or 
wrongly) considered to be of minor significance. 
The main work in relating wages or inccme to prices has been that carried 
out by the International Labour Office; and although not the actual pioneers 
in this field, the ILO has undoubtedly done more intensive study over a 
longer period of time than any other organization. Beginning with the First 
International Conference of Labour Statistics held in Geneva in 1923, the 
office has collected a valuable set of material relating to the consumption 
of xforking class families and the price levels of food, fuel, electricity 
and (until 1937) rent. In 1931^ a special ILO study known as the Fordr-Filene 
enquiry was conducted vrith the objective of determining what wages would have 
to be paid to employees of the Ford Motor Company so that their levels of 
living in each of the fourteen European Countries should be. ccmparable to 
that enjoyed by the same class of workers in Detroit, and xáiile 
i/ A Contribution to the Study'of International Comparisons of Costs of 
Living, Studies and Reports, . Series N, N® 17, International Labour 
Office (Geneva 1932), 
J — J — 
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the design of the study - especially its application to one type of workers 
only - limited its usefulness, the enquiry,was for some time the only source 
of comprehensive international statistics available for direct place-to-place 
comparisons, A further study - limited to workers in the cotton and wollen 
textile industires in certain countries - was undertaken in 1951 in order 
2/ 
to evaluate the food .purchasing power of wages,-' In addition considerable 
statistical information covering prices of individual commodities within 
the food, beverage and tobacco groups hás been published regularly in the 
Yearbook of Labovir Statistics - the same material being used to calculate 
a series of indexes relating to comparative food prices in selected countries. 
More recently a highly informa tive document International Comparisons of Real 
Wages^ has discussed both practical and theoretical problems involved in the 
measurement and comparison of prices as'-well as of wages. 
The predecessor to the ILO studies vras one carried out by the lMted 
Kingdom Board of Trade in the early years- of the century. Again, the main, 
interest was in prices relative to wages-,' "the enquiry relating to food and 
rents (measured in terns of room-nimber, nptxiithst^nding differences in rom 
size) and covered fotir countries - Germany,. France, Belgium and the United 
States - vis-a-vis the línited Kingdom,^ 
Another early study (known'as the "Unilever Enquiry") was conducted 
by the IMilever Corporation (Lever Bros. Ltd,) during 1930 in order to 
establish the salaries necessary to give a standard of living equivalent to 
that enjoyed by people -with incomes varying between £ 500 ,- and £ 3>000.- in 
England,^ 
lhe outstanding empirical study prior to the Second World War was that 
which Colin Clark incorporated in the various editions of his "Conditions 
of Economic Progress"; and even though the author is far from explicit 
regarding the method and the data, the book has been widely vised.for the 
inter-country comparisons of income and prices ináiich it contains. 
õT : 
- Textile wages;. An international study. Studies and Reports, Mew Series, 
ir 31, International Labour Office (Geneva 1952), 
^^ International Labour Office, Geneva, 1956, 
^ See Official British Publication Cd 3^64 (1900); Cd 4032 (1908)JCD 4512 
(1909); Cd 5065 (1910) and Cd 5609 (19U). - .. 
Siimmarlaed in The Economist (London) November, 1930;: . . 
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For his material Clark drew heavily on the Pord-Filene and Unilever enquiries, •U <.4 • 
on prices collected periodically by the ILO, and on a variegated assembly 
of national data. To xihat extent his basic data is comparable between 
covintries is an open question, and the statistically-minded .reader is left, 
with the impression that a collection of items often widely divergent in 
r 
. specification has been used in a manner for which the material iras ̂everi,. 
designed. The work nevertheless remains an outstanding contribution in the 
determination of purchasing povrer equivalents and the measurements of real 
income, • . • 
In the post-war period, incireased attention has focussed on the probl^ 
of comparative prices and some highly informative studies relating to prices, 
wages, income and consumption levels have been carried out. Chief amongst-
these are the two CEEC studies: An Interns-tional Comparison of National 
Products and the Purchasing Power of Ctirrencies AND Comparative National 
Products and Price Levels.^ Unlike previous investigations the main interest 
in the work of Gilbert, Kravis and their associates rela.ted to the levels of 
real product, A considerable amount of price information was collected for 
selected European countries and the United States - partly from the official 
records of national statistical offices, partly by direct enumeration and 
partly derived frcm available value and quantity data (to this extent 
REPRESENTING AVERAGE OR UNIT VALUES RATHER THAN PRICES IN THE STRICT SENSE o f 
the word). In that studies were designed primarily to measure relative 
levels of production, the determination of price levels was not an end 
in itself but was one of three inter-dependent variables in the value-price-
quality relationship. The methodology adopted, might not accordingly be . 
considered appropiate for a study such as that now carried out ECLA - talcing 
into account particularly the method of selecting it^s, the specifications 
laid down for each commodity, the vieighting system, and the treatment of 
inventories and the balance of trade. In addition, the expression of results 
as a series of alternatives could limit their usefulness SO far as intra-
regional or multicountry campa^risons, are concemed. 
6/ M. Gilbert and I,B. Kravis: .QEEC (Paris),..1954. 






LEAVING ASIDE, HOWEVER, points of TECHNICAL detail, THE two STUDIES REPRESENT 
A MERITORI<HIS ACHIEVEMENT IN THE FIELD OF REAL PRODUCT MEASUREN»NT 
and the ccmparison of inter-countiy price levels. This is particularly 
so since, vihile preceding work was limited merely to food and in certain 
cases a few selected groups cf consumer expenditui^e, in the CEDC studies 
the field was extended to cover not only all aspects.of consxaner expenditure 
(whether private or governmental) but also investment. 
Another project of note in the post-war period is the study of living 
costs and real wages in selected countries of Northern Eiirope, conductèd 
jointly by a ccamiittee of statisticians from Denmark, Finland, Norway and 
Sweden,^ Prices related to consumer goods in the cities of Copenhagen, • 
Helsinki, Oslo and- Stockholm (Reykjavik also being included for a Norway-
Iceland ccmparison), and were converted into a common currency denominator 
in accordance t̂ /ith bank selling rates. With the adoption of weighting systems 
based (for three countries) on consumer ejqjenditure surveys carried out in 
connexion vri.th the construction of the cost-of-living index series and (for 
Norway) on a special Oslo budget, a series of binary comparisons were made 
which illustrated rather strikingly the divergent results obtainable according 
to the ^̂ êighting pattern Tosed, even in the case of countries with scanewhat 
similar economic structures. 
Another interesting study is that conducted in 1954 tÇ̂  the High Authority 
of the Europeexi Coal and Steel Community,^ Iilhile the main interest vras in 
prices relative to xifages - the scope of the study being confined to steel 
workers and coal miners in Belgium, France, the,Federal Republic of Germany, 
Italy, LtDCCTibourg, the Netherlands and the Saar, SPECIAL wage data were 
collected for the workers in the countries concerned, while a direct collection 
of prices was made in 2,000 shops in the principal coal and steel centres of 
the countries concerned for scane 220 consumption goods and services known 
to be important in working-class households THE WEIGHTING SYSTEM 
8/ 
^unadskostnader och realloner i de nordiska Luvudstadema, Wordisk 
Statistik Skriftserie M® 1 (Stockholm) 1954» 
SJ 
Informations statistigues. High Authority, European Coal and Steel 




was detemined by applying the percentage distribution of espaiditures 
for the various goods and services, as revealed by fiamily living- studies, 
to a special estimate of earnings for the vior̂ rs concerned in each 
country. As with the OEBC study, a series of bina^ cojapajrisons-
was madè using the weights first of one country and then of the other,in 
accordance kith the íâspeyres and ÍPaasche forai^ae. 
r , Aft entirely different type by ccaaparison ̂ was that made by the United 
States Rireau of Labor Statistics for adjusting civil servants' jwages to 
. take into account cost of living differences between Washi^ton D,C, and 
San Juan,-Puerto Rico on the one handj and Washington.^P,C,.^ Honolulu on 
the other*^^' The work was mainly experimental and not . on the 
prices of identical goods or services but on the,cost Qf> obtaining an 
equivalent' level of' doiisumption - that is to say, evaluating the amount 
•which' woiild have to be paid by a person in each of the two situations in 
order to obtain an equivalent' measure of satisfaction,, .^e.mqthqd adoptèd 
was as follón i (a) the expenditure on different items of cpnsuinption'in 
:.. San Jtian'(or'Honolulu) and in WashiJigton was computed as a percentage of,, 
fami3y income' (using family income and expenditure studies carried out-in 
those ©ities' ln 1950)j ' Cb) itenis were classified according to thç:,relatioi>-
ship of ê giefiditure to income (dividing them .into the so-called "necessities" 
. yliich weré purchased ty the same or a decrasing . proportion of ..ifamilies as 
money income rose, and "luxuries" for vAiich purchases increased as money 
income rose); (c)'a graph was prepared plotting for,.each city the.relation-
ship of income to expenditure for items within the necessity group, and 
curves were fitted to the observatior^j (d) a calculation was made,in order 
to determine how much the cxurve for San Juan (or Honolulu) woxild have to be 
adjusted in order to obtain equivalence with Washington,,, ,.The resists showed 
that the curve for San Juan was at a level 118 per .cent above that of 
Washington - the interpretation being that living costs ŵ ere 18 per cent 
higher for tjie families in <nestion' in the" firSt^-námed 'city. Insofar as a" 
different solution exists for each level of income, the method has a number 
of disadvantages, both practical ana theoretical ̂ particularly since 
"equivalent measures of satisfaction" are subject to.a multitude of inter-
pretations and are difficult to define statistically. 
U/ 
Measuring Comparable living Costs in Cities with Diverse 
Characteristica. op.cit, /The' ea9)irical 
Yi/'Zí,» ̂ ¿./''SÒi 
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The empirical studies conducted by the United Nations Statistical 
Office- in order to determine the salary-levels appropriate for international 
civil servants in various parts of the world follow more orthodox lines,^^ 
Expenditure patterns are determined for staff members stationed in the 
various cities, while prices for goods and services (including rent) are 
collected directly. The latter data are converted at prevailing rates of 
exchange and are compared vdth the prices for equivalent items in New York, 
Price relatives are then weighted, first according to the expenditure 
pattern of New Xork and secondly according to the patteim of the city 
concerned, the two results being averaged geometrically in order to obtain 
a measure of price differences between the two cities and an evaluation 
of the pxirchasing power of the salaries for the officials concerned. The 
cmparisons are essentially binary in character, the base city being 
New lork in all cases.^^ In accordance with the objectives of the study 
only consumption ejqjenditxire is considered; tte eaqpenditure pattern relates 
to a clâss of officials not representative of the country in which they are 
stationed; the quality of many items priced is better than that generally 
consumed; while the shops and outlets from vftiich. price information is 
obtained are generally in neighbourhoods frequented by international officials 
and are not typical for other residents in the city. The results nevertheless 
constitute the most comprehensive series of inter-country comparisons so 
far elaborated; and even if they have to be interpreted with care because 
of coverage and representativity, the work is of considerable interest from 
a theoretical and practical point of view. 
12/ Retail price comparisons for internatioml salary determination» 
Statistical Papers Series M,No, 14 and M,No.l4, Add.l and Add.2, 
op.cit, 
13/ More recently, Geneva has been introduced as a base cityi. 
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2« The timing of the enquiry 
Fivcii vjü,3 collooted fror. the cities concerned in the 
months and years indicated below: 



















B U Q I O S Aires - Jxme 
M o de Janeiro - July 
Sao Paulo - August (Capital goods only) 
Santiago - May 
Bogota - November 
Cjuito - November and December 
Guayaquil - December 
Mexico City - Ctetober 
Asuncion - Mây 
Lima - November - , 
Montevideo - April and May 
Cordoba - March 
La Paz - October 
Santiago - Jantiary 
Santo Domingo - August 
Port-au-Prince «i» August 
Panama City - June and .August 
Arequipa - April 
Huancayo - April 
Venezuela: Caracas * May and Jvdy 
• 








Buenos Aires - August • . 
Rio de -Janeiro - August 
São Paulo - September (Capital goods only) 
Santiago -« August 




During 1962 (continued) 
EL Salvador: San Salvador - July 
Guatemala: Guatemala City - May 
Honduras: Tegucigalpa - July 
Mexico: Mexico City - October (Capital goods on 
Nicaragua: Managua - Jiily 
Paraguay: Asuncion - October 
Uruguay: Montevideo - September 
United States Houston - May 
of America: Los Angeles - May 
3, Classification by Expenditure Groups 





IV, Clothing and Textiles; 
V, Housing; 
VI« Transport and Conaaunications; 
VII, Personal Care, Health and Domestic services; 
VIH. Recreation and Entertainment, 
EC, Government Services 
Investment 
X, Constmction; 
XI, Equipment for agriculture and i-ndustry; 
XII, Transport Equipment. 
The foHovdng points of detail should be noted: 
I~III. Foods, beverages and tobacco 
Consumption away from home (in hotels, restaurants, etc,) was 
excluded from these groups since it was considered part of recreational 
expenditure. Fruit and vegetables include dried and canned products as 
well as fresh, 
r/. Clothing and Textiles include household linen and drapery - also 




"Clothing" covers ready-made articles as well as the cost of tailoring 
the customer's own material. School urdforms, maids' uniforms, etc. are 
implicitly included. Footwear is given as a Separate sub^rS^o^P* 
Housing covers the follovdng sub-groups?.. 
(i) Rent (including the imputed rent of. owner-occupied houses); 
(ii) Heat, light> water and municipal services^ 
(iii) Household supplies and utènsilsj 
(iv) Furniture} and 
(v) Elect'rical appliance&V 
Heat includes coal, coke, firewood, charcoal, fuel oil and those items 
, such as .gas, electricity and kerfoâeHe •whiqlî .are sdso used for lifting 
, Household supplies includes all household,items of a non-durable or 
semi-durable nature - thus covering kitchen utoisils, table earthenware 
and china, glassware, cutlery and household tools, as well as laundry soap, 
detergents, brooms, furniture polish and other cleaning materials. 
Furniture excludes office furniture but includes gas and kerosene 
cooking-stoves, and such other durable items of a non-electrical nature 
which are normally bought by a tenant as distinct frcaa an owner or builder 
(a gas hot-water heater thus being included in construction materials). 
Electrical appliances and equipments refer to all electrical items 
. for home use - thus covering refrigerators> washing machines^ electric 
, irons as well as radios^ • .. 
VI, Transport and communications refers to.public transportation and 
to the operation of privitely-owned vehicles. The, purchase of motor-cars, 
trucks, jeeps, etc, is treated as "Investment';, 
Communications èovei* both postal and telephonj©. services as well as 
, cables, ' 
VII, Personal cârè is divided into: 
(a) Toilet articles (including, toilet soap, perfumes, shaving creams, 
tooth brushes and other itaas for personal rather than household use)j 
(b) Drugs and medicines; 
(c) Medical and dental services (including the cost of doctors• 
consultations. X-rays, hospitals, operations, childbirth, extraction and 





(e) Domestic services which include the salaries (but not food) 
of maids, cooks, gardeners, housecleaners, etc. - also the cost of laundering 
and dry-cleaning, even if performed outside the housed 
VIII, Recreation and ihtertainment is divided into two sub-groups: 
(i) Public «itertainment, such as cinemas, theatres, concerts, 
baseball and football matches; and 
(ii) Books, toys and porting eqxxipment. All reading and writing 
materials (including magazines and newspapers) are covered in this sub-group. 
Likewise the cost of records, photographs and films. 
Other consxjmer eaqjenditure (covering all items not classified elsewhere 
- notably legal fees, bank services, funeral expenses, religious services, 
donations, insurance payments and other personal business services) have 
been included by inçutation only since the items as a rule have no price 
or cost vrtiich can be compared internationally (the expenditure depending 
not so much on the magnitude of the service involved but on the capacity 
or the vdllingness of the person concerned to pay). The assumption has 
therefore been made that the prices of these will be proportional to the 
average price level for all consumer goods. 
Education. Due to the difficulty of separating payments made by 
individuals and by Governments to private and public schools, education 
was not included in this sector but was treated as a homogeneous expenditure 
group imder "Government" (the weighting being duly adjusted to take accoxmt 
of costs borne directly by individuals vàiich would normally enter into 
consumer expenditure), 
IX, Government services, A lack of adequate information on type 
of expenditure has prevented a very detailed classification of this sector. 
In addition, for certain sectors (e.g. defense) it was virtually impossible 
to obtain comparable costs in each coxintry» The sub-divisions adopted by 
ECLA were derived from governmental accounts and were limited to: 





Theéé in t-urn were déterâíined in accordance vdth governmental accounts 
for tte' following departments 
(i) Public Works 
' ' ' (ii) Health . ! .. 
^ ' (iii) Education 
(iv) Justice 
" ' (v)' General Msdnistration 
Machinery and equipmenVíjought bjr'Ĉ yernments construction) 
is not included in this sector but is c^ssified as "Investiaent", 
Investment is divided into three m a ^ gr̂ iíps-:. 
(a) Construction; «... 
"(t) Machinery and èquipnent for agriculture and industryj 
(c) Transport equipment. . . . , . . 
Changes in inventories are excluded sinc^ no transactions involving 
actual e3q>endil'ure take place. . ^ ^ 
ÒònstmcVion covers both private and goveime^al, ̂ uilding, ̂idiether 
for residential or non~residential use» For each of these classes, a 
cOTàjination of costs for mateiíals and of costs for,finished construction 
•was made in order to obtain an over-all price7relatipnship« Other 
construction (mainly roads, bridges, dai^, railway?,.telephonic and 
'- ' electrical systans, gas and sewage netwoiics etc,) are.giv^ as a separate 
sub-group, prices again being based on a combination of costs per unit of 
finished construction as well as costs of material and labour» 
Machinery and equipment i© arranged along lines comparable to those 
found in trade and industry statistics: i.e. 
(i) Agricultural machinery and equipment which includes principally 
tractors for agricultural use (v^ether wheel or track type) as weH as 
ploughs, combines, harrows, irrigation pumps and other equipment for us© 
on farms, 
(iii Industrial machinery and equiOTent, lliis is based on the 




(a) Electrical machinery and equipnentj 
(B) INDUSTRIAL ENGINES, MOTORS AND BOILERS; 
(c) Metal-woi4cing machinery and machine tools; 
(d) Construction and mining equipment (including crawler tractors 
as well as a proportion of vdieel-type tractors); 
(e) Other industrial equipment (e.g. for the textile indxistry, 
for paper-making, timber-milling, printing, etc.) 
(III) OFFICE EQTXIM<AIT. THIS INCLUDES TYPEWRITERS, ADDING AND 
CALCVILATING MACHINES, AS WELL AS OFFICE FURNITURE. 
Vehicles are sub-divided into two classes: 
(i) Motorized vehicles. This covers trucks and isuses, station wagons, 
motor-cars, motor-cycles and jeeps - whether used for private, ciwantercial or 
agriculttiral purposes. Spare-parts for private passenger vehicles are not 
included as they have already been dealt with under "private transportation 
(operation)". On the other hand, batteries, tires, etc. for cotnnffircial 
vehicles have been directly included in this sub-group along with (by 
imputation) spare parts. . . ' 
(II) ^ OTHER VEHICLES. THIS COVERS NON-MOTORIZED ROAD VEHICLES, 
RAILWAY ROLLING STOCK, SHIPS AND PLANES. HOWEVER, DUE TO DIFFICULTIES OF 
a practical natxire, the prices assigned to each product-class are theoretical 
prices based mainly en information relating to original cost, fréi^t rates, 




4* Problems of price collection 
(á) Consumer ejyenditure 
In the food group, most Items could ,be readily identified and quality 
variations vere not of undue importance fbr countries in the same climatic 
zone. Meat, fish, fruit, and vegetables were, for instance, similar in 
quality in the various countries of the Central American region. The same 
applied, to count ides in the tenperate zone of South America» Probleriis did, 
however, arise when conparing countries in one zone vdth those in another 
— the solution generally being to determine equivalences ia a selected cotuitry 
idiere products typical of both tenç»erate and tropical zones existed, (Peru 
was the most,satisfactory country in this connexion.) In other cases - e.ĝ . 
tea and mate, potatoes and manioc - equivalences were determined in accordance 
with average price relationships for the products covered in a number of 
countries for váiich both (or all) products were available. 
Pre-packed food (especially canned items) presented problems in that 
the relationship between net content and price was not a linear one. While 
precise sp?cification by size (as well as quality) largely overcame this 
difficulty, in some cases it was necessary to determine a scale of value-
equivalents v^ich could be used to adjust for size differences in the items 
priced. 
For meat, the method cf dividing the carcass differed considerably 
as between countries, and it was not possible to identify a particular cut 
Tiihich was conmon to all. Reliance had therefore to be placed on an 
au-bitrary grading into first, second and third categories, determined with 
the advice of the trade. A certain amount of adjustment had also to be 
made because of differing qualities available (especially ̂ Îhen United States 
cities were included in the comparison). Por fish, the tjrpes available 
varied considerably, especially between the Atlantic and the Pacific Coast 
and between fresh-water and salt-water regions (e,g, Paraguay and Uruguay), 
Again, a classification system hàd" to be adopted, Tfte availability of fresh 
and frozen fish - likewise whole and filleted fish - had also to be 




Fresh.fruit« vegetables and egfis presented the problem, already-
referred to, of seasonal variation; and althoiigh a correction was obtained 
by applying a system of coefficients designed to relate prices of each item 
to the month in v^ich supplies were in greatest abundance for each of the 
various countries, fürther work needs to be done in this respect in oi'der 
to eliminate seasonal influences entirely, A problem of another nature -.as 
the existence of a few products in some countries only - e.g,.mangoog, 
pineapples, chiriiioyas, coconuts ani- to some extent — apples, pears, 
apricots, peaches, etc» iijhich, if available in limited quantit3.es, could 
not be considered representative items of pçpular consunç)tion« Similar 
difficulties existed for certain vegetables, such as manioc on the one 
hand and potatoes on the other» However, only for items such as, 'toaiz tnpi" 
in Paraguay, vàiich had no counterpart in the remaining countries, did the 
product have to be omitted from the coaparison (but incliided hy imputation 
with other items of a similar type), A minor inconvenience also existed in 
that many items were sold by number or volume rather than weight» This 
involved the weighing of representative quantities in order to relate prices 
to a common basis» Unfortunately, in certain cases correlation between 
quantity and price was not very marked, and in the extreme instance of 
avocado pears, prices were in some countries inversely proportional to the 
size of the fruit (flavour being the determining factor). 
Cereal products presented a few difficulties in view of the greater 
use of wheat derivatives in some countries (bread, wheat 
flour , etc,) as compared with maize products elsevAiere, Once more, 
equivalences vrere relied on to obtain conparability, 
Wine^ were of very different quality throughout latin America, while 
in many countries they were replaced by beer or mineral water for consuicption 
with meals. The weighting pattern was allowed to vary in order to take 
account of this factor. 
For Textiles and Ready-made Clothing, climatic differences introduced 
a series of incompatibilities. In some cases, both summer-weight and winter-
weight clothing were readily available someváiere within, the country (e.g. 
in Quito or Bogota) T/diere heavy-weight clothing is used, despite the 




types prese^ed a means , of detersdning equival^ces which could be used for 
substitution pti^oses j^en one. or other of the ready-made it«ns, was not 
available - as was often the caise in Central Americá,-'' A more serious 
problem was that of ensuring identity 'for materials described by the same 
name in the varioup .countries. The system ¿f thread-count is not cora r ' 
used in Latin A^rj.ca and specification along those lines was not pract-l'- il'' 
In additipn, even if thread-count were identical, differences in durabil5+̂ 7̂, 
shrinkage, colou^retention, etc. to a large escbent invalidated the com-
paribility tdiich wuld otherwise exist. This problem was particularly 
troublesome throu^out Latin America sincé in general three varieties of 
cloth existéd: (a), material inç̂ orted from the United States, generally 
*• ' ' ' 
of higii quality and at relatively high prices; (b) Japanese cloth of 
lifter wei^t an4 lesser durability, sold at much lower prices? and 
(c) in countries with local industry, fairly high-priced materials, inter-
mediate in quality between the.two ijiç>ortéd varieties already mentioaed.., f 
Since ail three types were not available in ai^ country (customs tariffs 
as a rule protecting local industry very effective]^), samples of the 
material were requested viienever possible in onier to obtain technical. 
advice* Infomation was also gathered regarding durability, etc., from 
consumers familiar with the it®» concerned in the various countries in 
order to give a satisfactoxy basis of cqççjárison, 
Hous^ presented the greatest difficiulty in the whole enquiry since 
adequate data for rents, were almost ioposslblé to obtain. In some coui^r^es 
(e»g, Chile) the situation.presented no má^or pròblems since houses could 
be precisely classified ar^ representative rental figures obtained, Ip 
other cases - notably ArgerAiwa - the ehíorconent of controls maintained 
the rent.of m a ^ houses,at.eacbremely low-levels (even though^ for new 
building, rentals d^ermjned by demand-supply factors applied? while for. 
1/ It should be noted in this ;connetóon¿ that'data on tailoring costs 
were collected in all countries. It was therefore possible to na^e 
fairly reliable caltíulatlora for tailor-made clothes, in those ops s 
idiere ready-made articles were not comaonly available. 
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fettilding still subject to rent control concealed costs - e.g. payment 
éor the transfer of keys; or overvaluation of furnishings which the 
incoming tenant is obliged to biqr - need to be taken into account), 
Between the two extregies were countries such as Oru^ay and Peru where 
Jfent controls existed, but not to the same degree, A further difficulty 
arose in Paraguay and Central America vdiere the quality and the type of 
housing differed very naich from that elsewhere in Latin America, The 
availability of hot ̂ t er aró other facilities had also to be taken into 
account - particularly since heating of houses was not needed, in some art;as; 
running water was not commonly available in a few cities (e.g. Asuncidn); 
municipal taxes for garbage collection services, etc., were appreciable in 
one country (Feru) but negligible in others, and so fortt. 
HOUSES WERE THEREFORE CLASSIFIED ACCORDING TO SIZE, LOCATION AND 
FACILITIES AVAILABLE - AD^STN^NTS BEING MADE VIIEREVER CONSIDERED NECESSARY 
IN ORDER TO PLACE RENTALS AS FAR AS POSSIBLE on A UNIFORM BASIS. THE RENTAL 
FIGURES USED IN THIS ENQUIRY ACCORDINGLY REFLECT TO A CERTAIN EXTENT THE 
SUBJECTIVE JUDGMEIA OF ECLA ENUMERATORS FAMILIAR WITH HOUSING, IN the various 
COURRIIRIES. FURTHER WORK IN THIS FIELD WOULD APPEAR NECESSARY, espeo:.a:'3.y 
IN ORDER TO TAKE INTO ACCOUNT FIGURES FOR CONTROLLED RENTS (TRFIICH have BEEN 
EXCLUDED) AND TO EVALUATE BETTER THE PRICE DIFFERENCES ATTRIBUTABLE. TO 
VARIATIONS IN SIZE, AND QUALITY. 
Pea» the Fuel, light and water sub-group, some items, such as pipeline 
gas, fuel oil for heating and charcoal for cooking were available in only 
some of the countries in the region, A system of equivalences relating non-
available to available products in accordance with price relationships in 
other countries -was accordingly used. Water provided a special problem" in 
that it was not laid on for some cities; \áiile in other cases the cost was 
covered by taxes paid by the.owner (and not the occupant) of the prçmises. 
For Household articles, including durable household equipment, no major 
prpblems in price collection were encountered, except to the extent that 
furniture differed consids^ably in specification from country, to countiy, 
VJhile prices were collected for all classí» (including dining, living and 
bediroom suites of speçified types) the resulting price relatives were not 
deemed to be reliable, and much data had to be rejected in favour of 
information relating to simpler bat ia>re easily identified items, 
/OTHER DXIRABLE 
Pase 1Ô1 
Other durable goods (e.g, stoves, radios, refrigerators etc,) as a 
arule weire well-known riame-brands vdth prices that could be ascertained 
fairly easily in all arças• Correct specification accordingly took care 
of this problems Greater difficulty arose in the correct identification 
of the minor hçusehold itons such as kitchen utensils, cutlery, glassxíar s 
table crockery, etc, since these were often of national origin, and 
quality that differed substantially from place to place. Again, great 
reliance had to be placed on the subjective judgment of the ECLâ 
enumerator, taking into account conparable models in other countries» 
For Transport. the quality of the services provided and the d:; t a .ct . 
involved at first prevented a precise identification of items in the various 
cities» To a large extent, this was overcome ty specifying a typical 
distance. The existence of a variety of reduced fares - e»g, workers' 
tickets for use prior to S a.m.; or twelve-trip weekly tickets - also 
necessitated a pre-selection of the type of travel typical for the countries 
concerned. The use of collective taxi systems in some cities but not in 
others presented a further element which had to be considered - likewise 
the availability of suburban rail transport additional to buses in certalu 
areas, , . 
Ckanmunications» on the other hand, appeared to be fairly uniform in 
character; and even if some telephone services were riot available in certain 
cities (e.g, public call-boxes in Asuncit5n) the collectj.on of representative 
price material wag not a troublesome problem. 
In contrast. Health and other services as well a& Entertainment raised 
frequent doubts as to the comparability of the pricé data, A hospital in 
one country provided, for instance, very different attention from that in 
another} hairdressing standards varied in different parts of Latin America; 
a maid in one city was more efficient (or less efficient) than her counter-
part- in some other area; cinpnas in certain cities were modern and show 
recent films, while elsewhere, they would be uncomfortable, use poor equip-
ment and present out-of-date programmes. Price data were accordingly-
restricted to those items capable of precise definition and of sufficient 
uniformity in all coxjntries. The asstinption had still to be made that 




marmerj and that the quality of, say, dentistiy was precisely the 
same, notwithstanding differences of opinión ejqsressed by residents 
or nòn-residents of the various comtries. 
Government Expendj[,ture présented problems of a different nature 
- infomation being difficxilt to obtain for some coiintrles i4iile serif 's 
imcomparabilities existed in view of the quality of the services 
concerned. Conceptually, the sector presented a problem in the 
selection of a suitable method for comparing prices intra-regionalXy^ 
Adopting one approach, this could be in terns of productivity per 
man-how J but obvious difficulties merge if such a concept is applied 
to public administration. Adopting another approach, th^ cOst per 
inhabitant (or cost per recipient of a benefit) could be considered. 
However, while this might hold true in a limited number of cases 
(e.g. justice and education) it has definite weaknesses when applied to 
the majority of government expenditure items. The assumptior, for 
instance, that the administrative, health or pension services are 
qualitatively equal in all countries is fundamentan^ untrue and the 
method is considered suitable only for the two cases menticaied. 
The solution for the remainder seemed to be, then, to classify 
government e3cp©nditure into ssarviees on the caie hand and p\archases an 
the other - sub-dividing each in accordance with the expenditure 
structure of the sector in the various countries of the region - and then 
to obtain suitable price data for representative items. 
For purchases of non-investment goods price data were not 
specially collected. A percaitage distribution by e^qDenditure group 
was made for the region on the basis of information published in 
government accounts and the purchasing power equivalents which had 
already been calculated for private consumer expenditure were applied 
to the various groups in order to obtain a series of values expressed 
in national currencies.^ 
1/ In practice a further adjustment was still needed in order to 
ensure that the values thus calculated represented the correct 
proportion of consumer expenditure and investment when averaged 




In the case of services, questiormaires were sent to the 
Goyemments to obtain .informati<m relating to the salaries payable 
(including "fringe" benefits received) for selected technical, 
professional, administrative and non-5k;p.led posts al; specified levels 
(e^g, upon appointment J and, again, aftier five years of service in the 
same post). Cori^c.tion was then made, for differences in hours worked 
and such other factors as appeared relevant in order to provide 
comparable data. 
In the case of education, liie scope .of the ccanparison was 
enlarged to cover private as well as government escpenditure - the two 
being in maig' countides inter-related. Defence expenditure, on the 
other hand, was considered unsuitable for direct price compariisan and 
was included by imputation only. 
(b) . Investment goods • = • ,,' ^ : .. 
For machinery and equiismfent.: major prolxLons were aacounteied in 
obtaining price quotations for;itQns such as railway rolling stock, 
weaving locms, printing presses, etc, which were imported directly hy 
the user oii; ¡a "personal-order" basis^ Nevertheless, for a large ntnnber 
of itsas. çelating to agriculture , industry and commerce. Stocks existed 
and piice quotations were then obtainable. The approach adopted 
initially ty E d A was to specif^r the itoa with considerable detail and 
try to locate it in each city. This was not found practicable and an 
alternative approach was adopted - the item was indicated in brpad tenas 
sufficient technical data were gathered in order to pezinit a priôó 
adjustaaent for quality differences. For seme items price quotations 
were theoretical, since they were not for items actually in stock, but 
were calculated on the basis of prices in the countiy of export plus 
frei^t and insurance, consular fees, customs duties, bank charges, 
interest, handling, transportation and distributor's or dealer's 
maric-up. To the extent that this ^ston penaitted a more direct 
comparison between countries (since the same proc^ure could, with a 
few exceptions, be applied to the same item in all countries) the results 




stock. Furthermore, since the greater part of Investment goods are 
Imported into Latin America exceptions being assonbled vehicles in 
some countries, conátructiôn and a amcQJ. amount oí industrial equipnient -
the procedure has much to recommend it, particularly for items such as 
weaving looms which are imported only occasionally into àny given 
country. Major difficulties concerned the comparability, on the one 
hand, of locally-produced equipnient in Argentina, Brasil and Mexico 
and, on the other, equipment imported into the remaining counti^ies frcm 
Europe or the United States, To the extent that the locally-produced 
equipment was often manufactured under license fpcm a parent countiy in 
Europe or the United States (e.g. farm tractors in Argentina or Brazil), 
the taác of oisuring comparability was simplified, Wevertheless, certain 
problems still remain, particularly in the case of metal-woifcing machinery 
and machine-tools. 
Por transport equitanent. the ability to specify with precision the 
type of truck, car or other vehicle again simplified the moxk, even if the 
it^s In question were sometimes imported and saaetimes constructed or 
assonbled locally, A minor problem rooained in the case of those models 
which were still manufactured locally, even though they had been 
discontinued scane years previously in the United States or Europe, 
Railway rolling stock, ships and aeroplanes could not be priced 
satisfactorily but were estimated on the basis of frei^t costs and 
duties or other charges payable, 
Canstmiction materials in general provided no obstacle, thou^ 
quality differences emerged in the case of timber, bricks, and ev&i csnent. 
Labour costs provided an obstacle as these involved a different level of 
efficiency and therefore productivity in each co^try. On the other hand, 
information was obtained for the finished - construction cost of 
apartaaents, factories, roads aid sidewalks - thus pTOvlding an alternative 
measure of constructicai cost. The two approaches were combined and a 
composition figure representing materials, labour and finished construction 
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X 
Costa Rioa t (OR) 1 0 . 1 2 1.46 23.3 . 9 6 0 , >182 : !.23 14.9 3 2 . 8 3 1.312 .938 
El Salvador ji (ES) 23.9 3.44 55.2 2.27 . .430 5.28 35.3 7.77 3.104 2,22 Guatemala a ^,47 7.84 1 2 5 . 6 5.17 . .978 ! >.02 8 0 . 2 17.7 7 . 0 6 5.05 Haiti G 13.2 1 . 9 0 30.4 1.25 . ,237 2 . 9 1 19.4 4.28 1.71 1,222 
Honduras L 25.9 3.73 59.7 2.46 . •465 5.72 38.2 6.41 3.36 2.4O 
Mexico $ (Hex) 6,10 .878 l4.o6 .578 . 1 0 9 1. .345 8.98 1.93 .790 . 5 6 5 Nicaragua C$ 7.82 1 . 1 2 38.03 .742 . ,i4o 1 . 7 3 11.52 2.54 : L.014 , 7 2 5 Panama B/- 55.6 8.04 128.7 5 . 3 0 1 . 0 0 1 2 . 3 2 81.3 16.2 7.24 Domini oan Rep. RD $ 50.7 7.30 117.0 4.82 , >911 1 1 . 2 74.8 1 6 . 5 6.58 4.70 
British Guiana $ Kn 41.1 5.91 94.7 3.90 , .738 9.06 6 0 . 5 1 3 . 3 5.32 3.31 
Country 
Domestio Currency ôsla a. G - Gui-te- Haiti 
I Hon- $(Mex) Ho:cioo Hica - p;:na-
ncú üonani - British 
Kioa vador mala duras ragua ma ccil Rep, Guiv-ila 
Argentina M$K .0988 .<̂ 18 .0184 .0758 .0336 .164 .128 . 0 1 7 9 .0197 .0243 Bolivia $B .686 .290 .1275 .527 .268 1.139 »888 .1244 .1369 .169 Brazil Cr.$ .0429 .0181 .0080 . 0 3 2 9 . 0 1 6 7 . 0 7 1 1 .0554 .0078 ,0086 ,cio6 
Colombia % (Col) l,o4l .440 .193 .799 .407 1.73 1.347 .189 .208 .256 
Chile E® ' 5.50 2.33 1 . 0 2 3 4.22 21.5 9.14 7.12 .958 1.098 1.356 Ecuador, s/- . W E .189 .0832 .344 .175 .743 .579 .0812 .0893 , 1 1 0 Î ufaguay Gs. . 0 6 7 1 .0283 . 0 1 2 5 . 0 5 1 5 . 0 2 6 2 .111 .0868 .0122 .134 . 0 1 6 5 Peru S/o .304 .129 . 0 5 6 6 .234 .1189 .505 .394 . 0 5 5 2 . 0 6 0 7 .0750 Uruguay $ (irrug) . 7 6 2 . 3 2 2 .142 .585 .298 1 . 2 6 .986 .1381 . 1 5 2 0 .183 Venezuela Bs. 1 . 0 6 6 .45) .198 .818 .416 1.77 1.36 »193 . 2 1 3 . 2 6 3 
Costa Rica t (CR) X .422 .186 .767 .391 1 . 6 6 1 . 2 9 .131 .199 .246 El Salvador it (ES) 2.37 X .440 1.82 .924 3.93 3 . 0 6 .429 .472 .583 Guatemala A 5.38 2.27 X 4 . 1 3 2.10 8.94 6 . 9 6 .975 1.049 1 . 3 2 6 Haiti G 1 . 3 0 3 .551 .242 X .509 2 . 1 6 1.686 .236 , 2 6 0 . 3 2 1 Honduras I. 2.56 1.082 .475 1.96 X 4 . 2 5 3.31 .464 , 5 1 0 . 6 3 0 Mexico $ (Hex) . 6 0 2 .254 .112 .462 . 2 3 5 X .779 .110 , 1 2 0 .148 Nicaragua Cà .773 .327 .144 .593 . 3 0 2 .128 X .140 .154 . 1 9 0 Penama B/- 5*52 2.33 1.02 4 . 2 3 2 . 1 6 9.14 7.14 X 1,10 1 . 3 6 Dominican Rep. 5.01 2.12 .932 3.85 1 . 9 6 8.32 6,49 .909 X 1.24 British Guiana BTiI$ 4 . 0 6 1.72 .754 3.11 •1Í5G 6.74 5.25 .736 .810 X 
T3,blB I b 
E/CN,12/653 
Page 187 
PARITY RATES OP EXKAIIGE 
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Argentina M$N X .104 3.04 *o67o .0133 .152 1.14 .223 «108 ".0557 
Bolivia 9.58 2 9 . 1 .642 .128 1.45 10.9 2.14 1.C44 .57;: 
Brazil .329 .0343 X . 0 2 2 0 .0044 .0496 .373 .0^734 .0359 .0156 
Colombia ${Col) II+.9 1.56 45.4 X .199 2 . 2 6 1 7 . 0 3.33 1 . 6 3 .891 
Chile E° 75.0 7.83 228 5 . 0 2 X 1 1 . 3 7 82 .5 1 6 .-8 8 . 1 8 4.43 
Kour.dor S / - 6.59 .688 2 0 . 1 .442 .0880 X 7.49 1.473 .720 .394 
fferaguay Gs. .380 . 0 9 1 9 2,é8 . 0 5 9 0 . 0 1 1 7 .133 X .197 .0960 .0525 
Peru S/o .4é7 13.62 . 3 0 0 .0597 .679 5.09 X .489 .267 
Uruguay $(Urue) 9.lé .956 27.9 . 6 1 4 .122 1 .39 10.4 2.05 X .547 
Venezuela Bs. 1 6 . 8 1.75 51íO 1.12 . 2 2 3 2,54. 19.04 3 .74 1.83 X 
Costa Rloa ii CR lif.7 1.53 44.7 .985 . 1 9 6 2 . 2 3 1 6 . 7 3.26 1 . Ê 0 .878 
El Salvador j, ES 37.7 3.94 115 2.53 . 5 0 3 5.72 42.9 8.43 4.12 2.25 
Ct\»atema.la a 87.0 9.08 265 5.83 1 . 1 6 13.19 98.8 15.4 9.50 5.19 
Haiti G 2 0 , 5 2.14 62.5 1.38 . 2 7 4 3.11 23.3 4.59 2.24 1.236 
Honduras L 4.21 123 2 . 7 0 .538 6.12 45.9 9.02 4.40 2 .41 
M 83J. 00 $(MeK) 9.57 .999 29.1 .641 .128 1.45 10.37 2.14 1.044 .571 
nicr.ragua $c' : 12 .1 1.2é 36.8 .811 . 1 6 1 1.83 13.7 2.70 1 .32 .722 
Ppjiama B/- 87.2 9.11 265 5.84 1 . 1 6 13.23 99.1 19.5 9.52 5.21 
Domlnioah Rep» RD$ 75.0 7.83 228 5 . 0 2 1 . 0 0 11.37 85.2 16,8 S.lS 4.48 
































Argentina M$II .0680 . 0 2 6 5 .0115 .0487 .0248 .1045 .0826 .01146 .0133 .01:36 
Bolivia $B .651 .254 .110 .466 .237 1.001 .792 .110 .128 .149 
Brazil Cr.$ .0224 .0087 .0038 . 0 1 6 0 .0081 .0344 . 0 2 7 2 .0038 ^0044 .0051 
Colombia ${Col) 1.02 .396 . 1 7 2 . 7 2 6 .370 1.56 1 . 2 3 .171 .199 . 2 3 2 
Chile E« 5.10 1.99 . 8 6 2 3.65 1 . 8 6 7.84 6.20 .560 1.00 1 . 1 7 
Ecuador s / - .448 .175 .0758 . 3 2 1 .163 .689 .545 .0756 .0880 . 1 0 3 
Paraguay Gs. .0598 . 0 2 3 3 . 0 1 0 1 1 .0428 .0218 . 0 9 2 0 . 0 7 2 7 .0101 .0117 .0137 
Peru s/o .304 .1186 .0514 .218 .111 .468 .370 . 0 5 1 3 .0597 .0698 
U£̂ lŜ lay $(Ürug) . 6 2 3 .243 . 1 0 5 .446 . 2 2 7 .958 .757 .105 . 1 2 2 .143 
Venezuela Bs. 1.14 .444 . 1 9 2 .816 .415 1.75 1.38 1.92 .223 .261 
Costa Rica fi CR X .390 . 1 6 9 . 7 1 6 .364 1.54 1.22 .163 .196 .'229 
El Salvador 0 ES 2.57 X . 4 3 4 1.84 .935 3.94 3.12 .433 .503 • .588 
Guatemala a 5.91 2 . 3 0 X 4.24 2.16 9,10 7.19 .998 1.16 
Haiti G 1.40 .544 . 2 3 6 X .509 2 . 1 4 7 1.70 .234 .274 .320 
Honduras L 2.74 1 . 0 7 .464 1.97 X 4.22 3.34 .463 .538 .629 
Mexico $(Mex) . 6 5 0 .254 .110 .465 .237 X .791 .110 .128 .149 
nicaragua c$- .823 .321 .139 .589 .300 1 . 2 6 X . 1 3 9 . 1 6 1 .138 
ftinama B/- 5.93 2.31 1 . 0 0 4.25 2 . 1 6 9.14 7.21 X 1 . 1 6 1.36 
Domini oan Rep* RD$ 5.10 1 . 9 9 .862 1.86 7.84 6.20 .360 X 1.17 
British Guiana BUli 4 . 3 6 1 . 7 0 .738 3 . 1 2 • " 1. '59 - 6.71 5 . 3 0 . 7 3 6 .856 X 
Page 18Ô Table II, ^ 
HIICE RELATIVES AI® THE RMCHASFFIG BOIFFIR OP CURBEICIES AT FREE HARICET KICHANGE RATES 
(») JOKE 1560 
(Indexes Í bg.so country ta 100) 




















Argentina 1 0 0 1 1 9 iiU loif , 1 1 1 89 • 1 2 2 113 13H 
Bolivia 100 ' 96 87 . 75 102 95 1 1 3 151 
Brazil 88 IĈ t 1 0 0 91' . 97 78 . 1 0 6 99 i i r • 157 
Colombia 97 115 HQ 1 0 0 108 , 86 118 109 130 17; 
Chile 90 107 103 93 100 • 80 3,09 1 0 1 120 161 
Eoitó-dor 112 134 128 . 1 1 6 155 100 137 127 150 201 
ftj-rc^uoy 82 98 • 9^ 85 92 73 ' 100 93 110 lif7 
Peru 89 1 0 5 lOl 92 ' 99 79 • •108 100 119 159 
Uruguay 75 89 85 77 83 .66 90 100 
Venezuela 56 66 58 62 50 68 63 75 IOC 
Costa Rioa 72 8 6 . 82 • 75 80 &i 88 82 • 97 129 
El Salvador 7 0 83. 80 72- 78 62 85 79 93 125 
Guatemala 6k 76 74 67 72 57 78 73 86 115 
Haiti • % 90 87 79 85. 68 •93 66 102 136 
Honduras 60 71 68 62 66 53 73 • 68 80 107 
Mexico 88 . 1 0 5 101 . 92 98 79 108 100 119 159 
Nicaragua 67 80 77 70 75 60 82 . 90 120 ftmama • é^ • 76 •A 67 7 2 57 78 ' - 73 86 115 
Dominican Republio 55 66 63 57 62" 67 •62 • n 39 
British Guiarja, • 83 ' 99. . 95 86 . 93 • yk 101 111 1I19 
(2) Central America,' the Caribbean and British Gui.-m 
Costa- El Sai' - Guate- . Hon-"- Nica- Psna- Doiv.ini- Ei ' i t i s i 




ragua laa can ilopi' Guiana 
Ai^ entina 138 . 155 131 167 113 149 155 181 120 
Bolivia • l i é 121 131 110 li+l 95 125 131 152 101 
Brazil 121 126 .. .136 115 11̂ 6 99 130 . 136 158 ' • 105 
Colombia 13»+ 139 150 127 1 6 2 109 150 17? 116 
Chile 124 1 2 9 i4o 118 . . 150 102 lUo 1 6 2 ICS 
Ecuador 156 l 6 l 174 188 127 167 174 203 135 
feraguay lli| m 128 108 138 93 122 128 1U9 99 
Peru 1 2 3 1 2 7 • 138 116 11+3 100 132 .138 léo 106 
Uruguay 103 107 116 98 125 òk 111 116 135 90 
Venezuela 77 80 87 73 93 63 83 87 ICl 67 
Costa Rica 100 10»̂  112 95 121 82 . 108 112 130 87 
El Salvador 100 108 91 1 1 7 78 108 126 8"+ 
Guatemala 89 92 100 8^ 108 73 96 100 116 77 
Haiti 106 • 109 118 . . 100 1 2 7 86 1 1 3 118 138 92 
Honduras 83 86 93 78 100 68 89 93 108 72 
Mojcico 1 2 3 1 2 7 137 1 1 6 W 100 132 137 160 106 
Nicaragua 93 96 ICi* 88 •112 i t 100 10>l 121 81 
I^ama 89 • 92 1 0 0 . 8̂ ^ • 108 •• 73 . 100 116 77 
Dominicnn Rfpublio 77 79 ' 86 73 93 62 82 100 66 
B r i t i s h Guiana 115 119 129 . 109 139 94 . 12"+ •129 150 100 
Table II b 
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miCB BEUTWES Jtfn) THE HJRCHASINC m m OP CURRENCIES AT FREE MARKET EXCHANGE RATES 
(b) JUNE 19éa 
. ( T T I H B T O S? base eountiry as lOO) 





bia le dor guay 
114 148 i o i 100 
114 147 i o o 100 
112 145 99 98 
100 1 3 0 88 87 
77 100 68 68 
1 1 3 1 4 7 100 99 
114 148 1 0 1 1 0 0 
117 151 1 0 3 102 
122 158 108 107 
50 65 44 44 
92 1 2 0 Ô2 81 
82 1 0 7 73 72 
75 97 66 66 
91 1 1 6 'V-J a" 
71 93 63 62 
1 0 5 136 93 9 2 
78 101 69 68 
77 100 68 
71 9 1 6 2 61 















El Salvador 72 






Bominloan R̂ mblle ol 























1 0 2 
loif 











































2 2 3 
















( 2 ) Central America, the Caribbean and Brltidi Guiana 
Costa El Sal- Guate-
Rlca vador «ala Haiti 
Hon-
duras Mexico 
Nica- Itoia- Domlni- Britlsl 
ragua ma ean R ^ . Guiana 
146 I48 163 115 
145 I47 162 114 
143 145 1 6 0 113 
128 1 2 9 143 101 
99 1 0 0 110 78 
145 l47 1 6 2 114 
146 I48 1 6 3 1 1 5 
149 1 5 1 167 118 
156 158 175 123 
64 65 72 5 0 
118 120 1 3 2 93 
1 0 6 107 118 83 
96 97 1 0 7 76 
117 118 1 3 0 9 2 
91 92 102 72 134 137 150 1 0 6 
Ipp- 101 112 79 
99 l(X} 110 78 
9 0 91 100 7 0 
1 2 7 1 2 9 142 100 
Argentina 12̂» 138 
Bolivia 123 137 
Brazil 121 13̂  
Colombia 108 l2l 
Chile 83 93 
Ecuador 122 137 
ftiraguay 124' 139 
Peru 126 142 
Uruguay 132 l'<d 
Venezuela ^ 
Costa lULca lOO 112 
El Salvador 89 IM 
Guatonala 81 91 
Haiti 98 111 
Honduraá 77 87 
Mexico nk 127 
Nioaragua 85 95 
fenama 8"+ 
Dominican R̂ aibllo 7® 85 
British Guiana 108 120 
1 5 2 1 2 5 1 6 0 
152 1 2 5 159 
14? 1 2 3 157 
133 110 l4o 
103 85 108 
1 5 0 124 158 
152 1 2 5 1 6 0 
155 1 2 8 163 
1 6 3 1 3 4 171 
67 55 7 0 
1 2 3 101 1 2 9 
no 90 115 
3S2. 82 1 0 5 
1 2 1 1 0 0 128 
95 "W 100 
li« 116 w 
104 8 6 109 
1 0 3 85 108 
93 77 98 







1 0 9 
111 
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BÜRCEASDK; POIER B I U W A U O T S F O R J U I N K P S M I T U R E S E C T ® S 




JUNE 196) JUilE 1962 
Total Consumption investment { tTotal Consunptloa Ihvestoienrb 






Argentina Peso (Arg) ¿ . 1 0 5.9^ 4.05 8.39 1 0 . 0 5 9.57 9.70 5.06 1 2 . 6 9 ll».12 
Bolivia Peso (Bol) .878 .9^2 M3 .830 1.11Õ .999 1 . 0 8 1 .51»» .97»» X.U0 
Brazil Cruzeiro 13.7 . 13.7 13.9 19.9 29.1 28.3 28.5 32*8 35.1 
Colombia Peso (Col) .578 .¿17 .»»32 . 6 1 9 .6itl .686 .»»69 .513 . 6 3 2 
Chile Escudo .105 .115 .083 .osit .122 .128 .135 .100 .102 .128 
Eoimdor Suore US'» 1.1̂ 5 . 9 0 1.01» 1.50 l.i»5 1.5'» .97 I.Ó9 1.82 
Guarani 9.1 6 . 2 9.8 12.9 10.9 11.2 7.»» 11.6 13.9 
Peru Sol 1.98 2.10 1.21 2.00 2 . 3 0 2 . 1 » » 2 . 2 9 1 . 3 0 2 . 0 " + 2 . 3 0 
Uruguay Peso (Urug) .790 .792 ."197 .9HO 1.265 1.072 . 6 9 2 1.280 1.21'» 
Venezuela Bolivar .565 .566 . 7 6 2 .50«f .276 .571 .575 .7<>3 .513 .323 
Costa Rlea Colon (CR) . ¿ 0 2 .593 .506 . 6 5 0 .6J2 .'»72 . 6 2 2 .58»» 
El Salvador Colon (ES) .27fi . 2 0 5 .195 .19»» . 2 5 » » .273 . 2 0 5 .198 .19»» 
Guatemala Quetzal .112 . 1 2 3 .087 .083 .078 . 1 1 0 .120 .083 .082 .078 
Haiti Gourde . 5 0 0 . .375 .375 .385 .1165 .500 .375 .380 .077 
Honduras Lanpira .235 . 2 6 3 .187 . 1 6 6 .237 .263 .156 .190 . 1 6 6 
Mexico Pbso (Hex) 1.00 1.00 1 . 0 0 1.00 1.00. 1 . 0 0 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Hioaragua .. Cordoba »779 .821 . 6 6 1 .790 .6l>i. .791 .832 . 6 5 0 .80'» 
Iteaaa Balboa ,110 . 1 1 7 .085 , 1 1 6 .110 .117 • •• .083 .118 . 0 7 9 
Oominioan Rep. Peso (RO) 1 . 1 2 0 . 1 3 2 .083 .102 .089. .128 .l»»i .088 . 1 0 3 .089 
Britij^ Guiana Dollar(3Wi)' ! .1»I8 
! 
' . 1 5 0 .155 • . 1 3 2 .1»»9 *150 .153 ..1H4 . 1 3 2 
Coimtiy (b) Units of owren^j>er • Balboa 
Argentina Peso (Arg) 55.8 51.0 H7.6 . 7 2 . 1 127.2 87.2 83.2 6 0 . 6 107.2 178.0 
Bolivia Peso (Bol) Ô.0U 8.09 5M 7.1»» m.06 9.11 9.27 6 . 1 6 8 . 2 3 l>i.o6 
Brazil Cruzeiro 128.8 117.5 1 6 1 . 7 119.9 251.6 2 6 5 . » » 2»»3.0 3»»l.l 2 6 7 . 8 
Colombia P&so (Col) 5.30 5.30, 5.08 3.92 7.8»» 5.8»» 5.88 5 . 6 2 i».3'» 8 . 0 0 
Chile Esoudo 1.00 0.99 1.0»f . 7 2 1.55 1 . 1 6 1 . 1 6 .87 i,6a 
Ecuador Suore 12.32 izM 10.61̂  8.9»» 1 9 . 0 5 1 3 . 2 3 1 3 . 2 0 1 1 . 6 2 9.18 2 3 . 0 5 
feroeuay Guarani 81.3 78.2 8»».7 1 6 3 . 8 99.1 95.8 8 8 . 3 97.8 1 7 6 . 0 
Peru Sol 1 6 . 1 18.CÍ lk,2 1 7 . 2 2 9 . 2 19.5 1 9 . 6 1 5 . 6 1 7 . 2 2 9 . 2 
Uruguay Peso (Urug) 6.80 5.85 8.1 1 6 , 0 9.5 9.2 8 . 3 10.8 1 5 . » » 
Venezuela Bolivar -5.18 M 5 8.96 3.50 5.21 »».93 8.»»2 »».33 '».09 
Costa Riea Coion (OR).: 5.52 5.52 5.3»» 5.10 6 . i f l 5.93 5.9»» 5.66 5 . 2 6 7*39 
El Salvador Colon (ESV 2.33 2.37 2.i»2 1.68 2.»ÍÉ 2 . 3 1 2.46 > 6 8 2M 
Guatemala Quetzal 1.02 1 . 0 6 1.02 .71 1.00 1 . 0 0 1 . 0 3 1.00 .«9 UQO 
Haiti Gourde 1̂ .25 IJ.lH 3.20 »».85 '».25 »».25 »t.i»8 3.21 '».85 
ainduraa ,. .Lempira 2.lã . 2 . 2 6 1.81 1.60., 2.10 2 . 1 6 2 . 2 6 1.87 1 . 6 0 2 . 1 0 
Mexieo Peso (Kex) 8.58 11.76 8 . 6 0 I2.6è 9.1»» 8.58 i i . ^ ^ 8.»»5 12.66 
Hioaragua Cordoba 7.1»» 7.0«t 7.77 6.80 7.77 7 . 2 1 7.13 7.78 6.80 7.77 
Ĵ snaina Balboa 1.00 1 . 0 0 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1«00 1 . 0 0 1.00 u o o 
Bomlnloan R^* Peso (RD) 1.10 0 . 9 7 .88 1 . 1 3 1 . 1 6 1.21 1 . 0 5 .88 1 . 1 3 




PRICE RELATIVES POR MABÍ ECmTOITUHE SECTOI-ÍS AT FBEE I-oSKET ruT::S OP EXCHANGE 
1, Indexes; Mexloo s 100 
JUNE-1960 JUHE 1962 
•Country Total Consumption Invostment Total 
• 
Consiraption investment 
Rrivatg fUblic Constr- Equipi 
action ment 
Private Public Constr- Equi{ 
uotion ment 
Argentina 92 90 6 1 12É 1 5 1 89 90 4 7 117 
•i 0-
Bolivia 92 99 87 1 1 7 105 114 54 ic : i.i' 
Brazil ^ 91 9 2 93 1 3 2 1 0 1 98 99 114 
Colombia 105 1 1 2 78 83 1 1 3 9 2 98 67 73 90 
Chile 136 m ick 100 98 lOit 77 78 95 
Ecuador 9? 1 0 0 62 7 2 104 79 53 ^ 
fercctm-jr 92 93 63 1 0 1 1 3 2 108 1 1 1 73 11 r-. 
Peru 90 9é 55 9 1 1 0 5 100 1 0 7 6 1 95 1 0 7 
Uruguay 8é 5^ 103 138 1 1 9 122 79 14S 138 
Venezuela 209 210 282 188 103 159 iSo 195 l4l 89 
Costa Rioa llif- 121 8é 1 1 3 96 123 131 69 113 1 1 1 
El Salvador 1 2 7 138 102 98 97 ; 127 • 136 102 99 . 97 
Suatanala llfO 109 94 96 137 150 lo4 95 96 
Haiti 1 1 6 1 2 5 9f 9»̂  96 116 124 54 96 96 
Hondwas Iky im .96 1 1 7 lo4 li|7 164 98 . 119 104 
Mexico 100 IOÕ 100 1 0 0 100 100 100 100 100 100 
nicaragua • i^k lk2 lllf 135 1 0 5 132 1 3 9 108 135 103 
Panama 1 3 7 M 106 145 99 137 14Ó ic4 l̂ tS 99 
Dominican Republic 1 5 0 165 lOit 128 111 léO 1 7 6 n o 1 2 9 1 1 1 
British Ouiana loé 107 111 104 96 106 1 0 7 109 1 0 7 96 
2. IndexBS: Average of 19 Latin American countries a ICO 
Argentina 77 72 m 116 13̂ + lb 72 52 > _ 121 
Bolivia 78 79 51 80 103 , 90 92 60 94 109 
Brazil 79 73 96 85 1 1 7 86 73 110 104 113 
Colombia 87 90 82 77 100 78 79 Ik 67 
Ohilo 115 1 1 5 109 92 1 2 9 Zk 85 72 . 92 
Ecuador 78 80 65 66 92 67 67 59 , 92 
Pfe,rBeuay 77 75 66 93 1 1 7 92 89 81 • io5 123 
Pena 76 76 58 8̂  93 85 86 67 37 100 
Uruguay 72 .69 57 94 122 1 0 1 98 87 133 •• "128 
Venezuela I7é 168 296 173 91 135 129 2 1 7 • 1 2 9 "83 
Costa Rioa 9 6 97 90 lOl̂  • 85 104 1 0 5 99 108 103 
El Salvador 1 0 7 110 108 90 86 108 110 114 90 90 
Guatemala 116 123 Ilk 8é 85 1 1 7 1 2 1 115 87 
liaiti 97 100 98 85 99 1 0 1 lo4 35 89 96 Honduras , 124 • 1 3 2 101 , 1 0 7 92 126 133 1C8 108 
lie3Ü.co 80 1 0 5 92 89 1 85 81 1 1 1 91 93 
nicaragua 113 113 120 izk 93 - 112 120 123 96 
Kmama 116 117 112 1 3 3 . -••67' •• 1 1 6 118 • 115 135 9 2 
Dominican . Rgniblio i2é 132..^. " " 117 99 1 3 6 ' 142 1 2 2 118 103 
British Guiana .•• 89 , :: Sá • LIS 96 85 91 86 121 97 90 
Page 192 . Tr.bls Ta 
HiicE arL'.rî s POR srim^im^ ¿ectoro ;.r ?REE IL-JCC.? IL-.TEB O? 2.CH;JJOE! (O) JÓKE i960 ('IftdsKget ttoaaa — iOO) . 
^ s ^ Country. . Aíígen- Boli- Bra- Colom- Chi- Soua Para- Peru .. Uru- Vene-
Seotor^v^ via zil bia le dor Susy guay zuela 
CONSWlER. èxPESDITüFE! tPTíJLi' 46 a n i â a l a 
r. Food m 5Í. 81 75 68 57 60 55 137 -
II» Bevérages % 82 61 55 50 m •'133 
III. Tobacco 55 S5 75 57 l^o 1 0 5 95 39 59 25.: 
nr. Clothing, Textiles a"*. 83 85 72 lU 70 86 88 83 
V, Housing 7 0 70 72 76 109 6 1 60 59 135 
VI, Traósport.bànniünication 70 75 7^ 62 75 60 60 5c LZ6 
VII. Personal oaré 56 70 55 72 102 75 75 76 68 186 
Virr. Recreation 78 65 90 1 1 9 86 101 60 201 
K * Govement services 58 89 7^ 9 9 59 59 52 51 2C7 
FIXED INTESTOEtWs TOTAL 83 â2 100 72 95 80 58 120 
X» Construction 67 60 57 é8 69 63 71 130 
XI. flfoducers* equipment Î ÍO 108 1 2 7 102 13^ 102 1 3 6 100 112 98 
XII. Transport equipment 188 M 153 iHó 183 Ilk 1 2 3 1 2 2 213 
Tom ExmroiTURE s ¿8 J l _78 100 Jò J 1 66 J ¿ 155 
{2) Caitral Amerioaj , the C^bbean and British Guiana 
Country Costa El Sal- Haiti Hon- Mexico Hiea- ftina-Dot.ini- British SectorV, -V Rica vador mala duras ragua isa ean Rep, ; Quiana 
CONSMm EXPEND ITDBE: TOTAL M 95 105 ñ 11& 72 98 100 . • 112 82 
I. Food 75 105 107 88 117 69 101 100 • 12Õ 
II. Beverages lUg 131 125 • 1 2 3 II+3 51 106 100 142 1 2 3 
III. Tobaeoo 171" 87 168 5é 1 1 0 1 5 0 100 216 152 
IV, Clothing, Textiles 90 1 0 3 ick 88 IOS 95 113 100 111 86 
V, Housing 81 62 9 1 71 105 56 82 100 100 60 
VI, Transport,Communlcatlon é7 110 104 96 91 53 71 100 101 70 
VII, Personal oara 57 93 im 7 0 111 67 53 100 88 59 
Vlll. Recreation 82 95 1 3 0 82 128 76 98 100 88 1 0 7 
K » Govennmt services 80 97 1 0 2 88 90 9^ 1 0 6 100 97 1 0 7 
PKEB OTTESTiiaJT; TOTAL 79 82 77 90 82 98 100 98 82 
X. Construction 77 67 71 m i õ ^ 93 100 87 72 
XI. Producers* equipment 85 90 9^ 93 ick 99 98 100 iil 96 
XII» Transport equipment 1 2 7 118 112 1 0 7 106 1 0 7 130 100 118 107 
TOTáL .EKPEtlDITORE 
. 93 102 85 103 J 8 100 110 
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Tabl» 7 b 
ÍRICE REUTOTES FOR EXiraDlTUBS SECTORS AT FREE MJiRKET RATES OF EXCMíCE: (b) JONE I562 
(Txidéxest PaBoiaa g 100) 
{ ! ) sbu-th ¿acrloa _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 
Country Aî iai" Boli- Bra- Coloffl» Chi- Ecua- fturá,-Peru Uru-
Vene-
zuela Seotor^Ss^ tina •rta zil U a le dor guay guay 
COMSM» EXÍENDITDBE» TOTAl. • f o - 75 71 iZ ' 72 E 78 71 83 118 
1. Pood so 70 57 70 57 57 63 é8 69 9é 
II> Bevorages 88 39 71 .57 éo 5é é8 122 
III* Tóbaooo • 103 79 88 • 109 87 61 é2 181 
Ttm CloüJlng, TcstlJea ?5 ?1. 120 ' él 98 57 102 99 123 I2é 
V« Housing 59 92 75 6 5 - 8»» .53 67 éU 95 lOit 
VI, Transport^Coomunloatlon él 5S ík 61 86 é9 é2 . 90 
VII. Personal oare 73 71* »t8 65 76 jU 83 101 lUo 
VJII. Recreation 88 71 é8 80 91 73 lio 110 50. • I5é 
DC. Ooyement servlees 52 95 73 51 70 58 76 186 
PKED DrVESiMEKTi TOTAL 100 M 25 22 6k 102 82 • .115 JL 
X. Construction 79 69 77 50 . 53 ka 73 èk •98 95 
XI. iroduoers'equiííment 125 108 121 77 90 96 137 102 78 
XII. Transport equiptnent 151 im 130- 122 125 lio lité Í25 20é 120 
TOTAL l̂ reiTOITUHE 65 JZ Ji J 2 71 J 8 JZ J2. J 7 • 
(2) Central ̂ erioa, -Bie Caribbean and British Guiana 
Country Costa El Sal- Guate- Haiti Hon- Mexico Nica- fena-
Domini- British 
Sectors. Rica vador mala duras ragua ma can Rep. Guiana 
• coNsiff-m ExmmiTüREs TOT/JI §9 Ü 103 É 110 72 100 100 IW 79 
I . Pood .81 107 104 88 Í M é9 101 100 124 70 
11» Beverages 238 128 m 12^ llfS 52 lOl* 100 153 123 
III . Tobacco 180 85 im 150 58 112 )00 207 152 
IV. Clothing, Textiles .90 93 101 95 115. 9é U1 100 142 8é 
V, Hpusing 8é 59 és 115 5é 81 100 94 és 
VI» Transport^CoBaatmioatiqn 69 108 102 97 ,95. 5^ 69 100 108 70 
VII, Personal oare 59 , 96 111 71 115 é8 91 100 114. 59 
VIII» Recreation 87 98 120 89 13U 78 . 9é loo 113 107 
IX» Movement services 85 98 100 • . . 90 9»̂  9é lOlf loo 105 107 
FKEQ IKVES®lE!^t TOTAL S -1 22 
90 81 96 100 -iâ J£ 
X» Construction 79 27 80 é8 91 loo 87 72 
XI» Producers'equlpnent 100 . 90 93 99 Jé 100 111 9é 
XII. Transport equipment m 118 112 107 loé 107 127 loo 118 107 
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PURCHASING P O m EaUIVALENTS OP NATIONAL CURRENCIES; BY EXPENDITUBE GROUPS: (a) J^E I96O 






a) Meat, poultiy 
b) Pish 
0, Milk products, ogg^ 
d) Cereals 
Prults 





a) Non-aloohollo b) Alcoholic 
III* Tobáceo 










VI, Transport, ocmmunicatlon 






.) Toilet articles 
Srug^medicines leal, dental services Halrdresslng Coaestlc sertrlees 
VIII, Recreation, entortalmont 
Public entertainments 
Bo<ács, toys, etc, 
IK, Government servloes ^ 
&) Salaries, wges 
b) Purcimses 
FIXED INVESTMEOT; TOTAL 
X, Construction 
a) Buildings b) Other construction 




XII, Transport equipment 
a) Road vehicles 
b) Other equipment 
TOTAL EXPiSroiTURE 
' 
a/ Free taarket rates, 
b/ Includes prlwte education expeadlture.Defence expenditure has been Included by imputation onljr̂  
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KJROHASIN} KftER EaUIVALENTS GP NATIONÃL CORBENCIES, BY iXP®®ITOTE OfiOOTSs (g,)JOiIE 1?60 




Costa El Sal- Guate. 
Rl«a \reidor mala 
^ JÍ a 
gjcchaneB wet» a/ 0.532 0,200 O.080 
Mexico Honduo m s 
0 U ' $ 






^ , publiô 
B/. m 




OOtBPMER IKPpPrrOHEt TOTAL 
I, Poods 
. G Meat, poultqr . b Fish 
• c mik ^cduots. Cereals d 0 Fruits 
f Vegetables 





ĉ ) Non-aleohollo 
^ Alopholie 
III. ITobaoeo 
17, clothing, toxtilos 
a) Clothlsg 
b Pootwsay 


















a) Public entertainsents 
b) Bodes, t<Qr8t etc. 
Oovernmsnt senrloes ¿Z 
Salaries, wages 
Purchases 
ygED STOSTMEaTOt TOTAL 
S. Oonstruotlon 
a) Buildings 
b) Other «cnstnjBtiwi 




XIX* Tionepori oquipacnt 
a) itoad vehioles b) Other equipment 




Medical, dental serrrices 
Hairdressing 
Sonestic servioes 
0 . 6 8 5 
0.383 
0.411» 











0.190 0.1^. 0.203 0.065 
0 . 0 8 0 
o.iaíf 
0 . 0 8 1 
0,602 
0 . 0 7 7 
0 . 0 7 3 
0 . 0 7 6 
o.o?i 
0.112 
1 . 0 0 
1 . 0 0 
1.00 
1.00 
1 . 0 0 
1 . 0 0 
1 . 0 0 
1 . 0 0 
1 . 0 0 
1 , 0 0 
1 . 0 0 
1 . 0 0 
i . c w 
1 . 0 0 
1 . 0 0 Üfifi 
1 . 0 0 
1 . 0 0 
1 . 0 0 
1 . 0 0 
1 . 0 0 
1.00 
1 . 0 0 
1 . 0 0 
1 , 0 0 
1 . 0 0 
1 . 0 0 
1 . 0 0 
1 . 0 0 
1 . 0 0 
OT 
1 . 0 0 
1 . 0 0 
1 . 0 0 
1 . 0 0 
1 . 0 0 
1.00 
1 . 0 0 
1 . 0 0 
1 . 0 0 
1 . 0 0 
1«00 








0 . 1 9 1 . 1 . 0 0 
0.1t62 • 0.235 1.00 
0 , 7 1 0 O.no 
0.6^ 
0 . 4 3 0 
0 , 5 6 5 
0.145 
.2̂ 39 
0 , 2 9 5 
0 . 6 6 0 





0 , 2 2 3 
0,200 
0 , 2 6 9 
• s/Free narfeet rate. 




PtmCHASING POWER KlUIVAÎ HTS OP MTIOfai CURBENCIiS,BY EXFÊ ITURE aROUPS; (b) JUNE 
(Iftilts Of national otirrancy per MsKlean peso) 
Country 
Currency 
















P®»̂  guay aiela 
S/o $ Bs 
2,15 0-879 o.36í̂  
COMSCMSR aLfaroiTOBEt TOTM. 
I» Foods 
a) Meat, poultry b) Pish s"' 
0) Milk produotâ  eggs d Oereale 8 Fruits f; Vegetables g Su^r hj Fats, oil 










a Rent b Fuel, light, vmtor 
0 Household supplies d Furniture 
e Eleotrloal appliances VI, Transport, coamunication 
Public transport Private transport (operaticss) 
0) CoBimunloatlons Vll, Personal care 
a) Toilet artleles 
b̂  Srugs,BiediolneB 
01 Medical,dental services dJ Ifeirdresslng 
e) Danestio services 
7III. Recreation, ftntertainment 
a) Public entertainments b) Books, toys, eto» DC* Government servioes b/ 
a\ Salaries, vages b) Purchases 
FKEP lOTESTlfiOT; TOTAL ^ 
X. Construotion 
Buildings Other oonstruetlon 
XI, Producers' etjuipment 
a) Agricultural b Industrial e) Office XII, Transport equipment 
a) Roé̂  vehicles 





























































































0.387 20.1 1.343 
1.042 























































































































i i 9.5 

































































































































































a/ Free market mte, 
^ Includes private education expenditure. 
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Table VI<J» (oon-Unaed] 
PURCHASING POWER EaUTOiiOTi OP NATIONAL COIfflENCIES,BY EIPfiNDITURE GROOTSjC') JONE I962 
(Units of national eurrencpr par Mexican peso) 
Ĉovaifciy 
Currenciy 

























pana- Domini British 
B/. RD$ 
0.080 0.080 0.137 
CONSUMER EXPiaroiTURE: TOTAL 
V. 
VI. 





Meat, poult ly Pish Milk products, eggs Cereals Pmlts Vegetables Sugar Fats, oils Other foods 
Beverages 






a) Rent b Fuel, light, water 0, Hoiisehola stipplles d) Fumlture e) Electrical appliances 
Transport, communloatlon 
a) Public transport b) Private transport (operation} 
0) Cwnmunioatlons 




Toilet articles Drugs, medicines Kedlcal, dental services Iblrdrosslng . Domestic services 
Recreation, entertainment 
a) Public entertainnents b) Books, tOQTs, etc. 
Government services ^ 













a) Road vehicles 









































































































































































































































































































































a/ Free market rate* 





PRICE RELATIVES AT FREE MARKE? RATES OP EXCHANCE:(a) JW® I56O 
(Indaxes: Maxlco s 100) . 
Couzrtiy 
Expenditure ̂ rovp 
Costa ..El Sai Guatr Hondu .. 
Rica vadop mala ras 
Nioa „ — Pwiaaia ragua 
PONSDIÍÍER gXPENPCTREs TÔ AL, 
I Foods 
a) Meat, poultry 
b) Fish 
o Milk products, eggs l4o 
d) Cereals 
0) Fruits 
f ) Vegetables 
g Svigar 
h Pats, oils 









V . Housing 
e Rent 
b Fuel, light, water 
0) Household supplies 
d) Purnitui'e 








a) Toilet articles 
b) Drugs, medicines 







a) Public entertain-ments 
IX 
b) Bocks, toys etc. 
Government services e/ _86 
a) Salaries, wages 
b) Purchases 
FIXED INVESTMENT; TOTAL 
X Construction 
a) Buildings 














































































































































































































































































































































































































































a/ Includes private education e:Kpenãl<;ure. 
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PRICE RELATIVES AT FREE MARKET RATES OP EXCHANGíf.(1})jüNE IjéZ 
(Indexes; Mexico •= lOP) 
Country 
Expendlturo group 
Arsen- Boll- Colom- I^ra- _ Uru- Vene-ürgen- 00*1 g ^ j ü «-P*™ chile Ecuador Peru 




CCNSIIMER HayENDrrUREt TOTA». flq 
1 Poods 73 
Meat, poultry UO 
Plah k9 
Ml 11c products^ eggs 68 
Cereals 00 
Prults 82 
Vegetables II8 Sumr 178 
Pats> oils 50 
Other foods 77 
Beverages 68 
a) NoRp«.lcohollo SBEi 
b) Aloohollo 50 
Tobacco 92 
Clothing, textiles I S 
a) Clothing 95 
b) Footwear 78 
o) Textiles IẐ t 
V Housing 106 
a) Rent i W 
b) Fuel, light, water 76 
c) Household 
supplies 119 
d) Furniture 139 
e) Electrloal appliances 07 
VX Transport, ooainunioatlon llU 
a) Public transport 101 
b) Private transport 
(<q)Bratlon) I23 e) ConüsunioatlcRS I60 
VII Pers oml care 
a) Toilet articles 
b) Drugs, Biedlolnes 
0} Medical, detrtal 
services 
d) Hsilrdresslng 
e) Domestic Sarvioes 
VIII Recreation, entertainment 
a) Public entertainments 
b) Books, tears, etc, 
EC Govemment services a/ 
a) Salaries, vages 
b) Purchases 
PKED INVESTMENT, TOTAL 
X Construction 
a) Buildings 
b) Other construction 




X I I Transport equipment 
a) Road vehicles 
























































































































































































a/ Includes private education expenditure. 
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Tabl» Vll-b (continued) 
PRICE REUTHTES AT PREi;-toRKET HATLS OP EXCHAKGE:(b) «JUNE I562 
(Indexes; Mexico " 100) 
Countiy 
Expenditure group 
Costa El Sal-Guate- „ HonSu. ,'' / Nica- Pana- D»»!- British Haiti Mexico nican _ , RI0» widor mala ras , ragua ma ,C3ulana 





















b Fuel, light, water 
Household siçplles d) Furniture 
e) Electrical appliances 
VI Transport, oommunlcatlon 
a) Publle transport 
b; Private transport 
(operation) 
0) Conmunlcations 






e) Domestic services 
VIII Recreation, entertainment 
al Publle entertainment 
b} Books, tosrŝ etc. 
IX Oovernment services a/ 
a) Salaries, vages 
b) Purcteses 
FIXED INVESTMENT; TOTAL 
X Construction 
a) Buildings 
b) Other construction 




XII Ttê nsport equipment 
a) Road vehicles 




































































































































100 134 m 165 108 
100 1Í5 ÍSÕ 99 
l í 100 ü -55 71 
146 100 X48 71 291 3-;2 
152 100 12/ 200 152 119 
208 100 192 11+4 274 115 
179 
258 
loo 125 160 130 # loo 134 224 190 • • » 
173 100 179 205 lo2 10-
100 130 130 IP? 21 146 100 150 122 144 76 
286 100 199 192 293 231 
181 loo 162 215 281 146 
318 100 210 185 298 258 
J 2 loo m Ji 185 133 
120 100 114 104. 148 68 
102 loo 112 ^ i3í loo 114 146 151 74 loo 121 101 189 103 
201 loo 143 179 • léS 119 
212 100 192 54 
212 loo 144 180 186 • • « 
212 loo 228 3Ç5 241 221 
197 100 129 244 118 213 
121 loo 112 -85 iUé « « • 
loo 128 186 201 126 
í t ? loo 119 219 161 122 
11+4 loo 131 124 214 136 
212 100 172 205 396 132 
162 100 121 148 168 • 85 
188 100 173 125 208 108 
272 100 126 218 239 79 
127 100 180 115 125 58 
142 100 173 174 198 136 
128 100 76 120 118 • « • 
m loo 122 129 m 134 
196 100 126 1ÍÍ2 105 136 
129 loo 116 105 212 131 
^ loo 108 lo4 110 109 
87 loo 102 56 96 • • • 
171 loo 146 154 192 142 
111 loo 11? 123 120 101 
112 loo m 142 129 107 
109 loo 133 l4l 121 104 
126 loo 138 146 134 104 
106 100 97 101 112 95 
100 95 1 5 102 
104 100 101 112 9é 
156 100 134 100 127 90 
..22 loo 112 -22 110 ?? 
94 loo 118 91 105 97 
120 100 125 101 135 111 
147 loo Ul 137 160 loé 




ÍHXCE RÍXASIVES AT ÍÍISE I-URKET RATES Oí EXCHAKBE-s (a) J®K IjéO 
average of 19 Latin American eomrtrles a XOO) 
Expenditure greves Arge». Boll, Coloffl- Eeua. Para, tina via M a dor guay 
Dru» Ven«~ 
guay zuela 
CONSCMER atPENBlTOBSi TOtAU 
I Poods 
a Meat, poultry 
b Plah 





h fUts, oils 











b) ?ual, light» water 
e) Household 8U!>plies 
d) Purnltia-e e) Electrical appliances 
VI Trajisport, oampunloation 
a) Public transport 
b) Private transport (opera 
^ tlon) 
0.) Cousunlcatlons 
VII Personal sare 
a) Toilet artioles 
b) Drugs and medlelnes 
c) Medical» dental services 
d) Halrdresslng 
e) Qonestlo services 
VIII Recreation, entertainment 
a) Publlo entertainments 
b) Books, toys etc. 
IX Government services a/ 
a) Salaries, vages 
b) Purchases 
FIXED IMVHSTMECTt TOTAL 
X Construction 
a) BulldlnsB 
b) Other construction 




Xll Transport equipment 
a) Road vehicles 
































1 0 7 
llí 




1 3 7 
Jl 
57 
1 0 3 






































































1 5 5 
32 





































1 2 5 
142 
LIA 
1 4 5 
1 2 3 
1 0 5 
































 130 93 


























































































































































































a/ Includes private education expenditure. 
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Table Vltlrfi (corttlnû d) 
PRICE RELATIVES AT FREE MABKET kATES C®» E¡58ÍHAJ5®::" (a) JUNE I560 
(Indaxes; average of 19 Latin Aaerloan frbmtyl'cs s 100) 
Expenditure groups Costa a Sal- Gmte- Hondu- Mexl- Klca- Pana- __. Haiti -Rlea vador mala ras co ragiua na publle 
British 
Oulafia. 















IV "cay&lĵ , 
a) 










VI Transport, oommimlcation 
a^ Fubllo transport 
^í^í^ transport Cspera-
o) Conmunloatlons 
V H Personal care 
a) Toilet articles 
b) Drugs and medicines 
MedlceJ., dental services 
Halrdresslng 
s) Domestie servioes 
VIII Reoreation, entertainment 
aí Publle entertainments 
b) Books, toys, etc. 
IX GovemroeR+ servioes a/ 
a) Salaries, wages li) Purchases 
FIXED PaVESTMEOTi TCTAL 
X Construction 
a) Building 
b) Other constructlM» 




XII Ti'ansport equipment 
a) Road vehicles 





















67 U9 99 
âfii 112 
118 61 117 60 79 112 128 122 129 82 7l 83 
79 78 102 
-M ll+O ¿23 
03 156 152 
?5 116 loif 
73 125 121 
66 108 132 
76 101 130 
46 litó 
88 112 i 
76 66 
60 73 93 
J 5 l ¿ i 
96 105 142 61 85 120 
90 108 Hit 
88 108 114 
98 108 113 
-S i J Z 86 
am 90 86 
102 84 91 
102 96 99 
79 8k 88 
CO 66 - w 
73 83 66 
79 79 96 
_2i _88 J 2 
100 88 83 
78 88 8l 






















66 . 132 
132 15,a 
115 124 163 











97 95 101 122 


























































































116 130 Í1 
113 M 
1 1 4 1 1 6 5"» 
S Í I 5 
99 1 8 1 + 126 95 • « • 
1 3 8 1 1 0 • « • 
1 4 3 i n 7:1 
1 0 3 238 7¿ 
107 1 2 3 ff 
112 m 
116 
112 1 6 8 1 5 7 
6 9 1 3 2 
125 fio 
8 8 99 
144 1 1 6 
82 1 2 0 
123 • J ¿ 
1 2 3 8 1 ^ 3 4 
1 6 6 
1 7 5 
210 1 2 0 2 3 0 
76 1 5 7 
128 l?fi J ¿ 
152 105 Oí, 
86 1 3 7 3 4 
124 222 79 
116 1 0 3 . 67 




l4o 107 « » c 
105 9 1 1 0 ? 
110 ,63 1 0 5 
90 142 1 1 3 
112 109 n6 
111 1 0 1 • « « 
1 1 3 l 4 o 1 0 3 
110 1 0 8 - 2 2 
133 117 5 .> 
1 3 1 1 1 3 ? 7 
132 1 2 1 9î  
93 103 88 
9i> 8 4 
92 J 02 8 7 
84 107 7 t 
75 88 
8 3 77 84 1 1 2 32 
116 1 2 6 
•m-rmmm 
a/ Includes private education e:Kpenãl<;ure. 
—t — » — y 
Page 204 Tabla mUb 
roiBS RELATIVES AT m E MARKET RATES OP £XGBANOS: (b)JUN£ l^i 
(Iiid««es» «»»rw of UUa Wrtoan oouHtrt»B » lOO) 





kJmMi OQKSCMSR I«Fo<Mi8 a M^t, poultiy 
0) Milk produots, eggs d) Cereals a) Fruits 
r) Vegetables 
g) Sugar 
h) Pats, oils 











b) Pual, llght,vat9r 
o) Household supplies 
d Pumltura 
e Eleotrleal appllwoes 
VI.Transport, ccmmunleatlon 
a) Piibllo transport 
b) Private transport (operas tlon) 
e) Communleatlois 
VII,Personal care 
a) Toilet artiolas b) Drugs aró medioinas 
o) Medical, dental services d) Kairdrasslng e) Domestic servloeo 
X̂IÎ Reoreation, entertalnnant 
a) Piiblle entertalBBents 
b) Books, toys ete, 
K.GovemnfflHt sci«vioas e^ 
a) Salaries, wages 
b) Purchases 





a) AgPicultural b) IndMstrlal o) Oifioe 
Xll.Transpart equipment 
a) Road vehicles 
































































































































- 2 2 
71 



































































































































































































Includes prlvata education expenditure. 
&cp«Bdltur« groups 
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m C E KEUTIVIS AT PBEE MABKET RATES OP EXCHANGE: (b) JWJB I5é2 
(Indexasi avemge of X9 latin Aaerloan oomtrl»» s 100) 
CostEt £1 Sal* aast»- imia mea. vador TOIíb. HoBdû  mn- Pana» raguBt 
- Bri-Wsh 
WW 00 miw ^ifg" Guia» 
çwstaffiR jacPEHPnoREt TOTAI. 
X Food 
a) Heat. »oult» 
bj Pl8h 


























VII Personal oare 
a) Toilet artloles 
b) Drugs and medicines 
o) Medical^ dental seryloes 
di Halrdresslng 
e) Domestlo eervloee 
VIII Reoreatlon, entertainment 
a) Publle entertalniMDts 
b) Bootes, toys, eto. 
IX Goveiment servloea a/ 
Salaries, tages 
Purohases 
FIXED mvESTIMHMT; TOTOAL 
X Construotloa 
a) BuildlJigs 
b) otheif oonstruotlon 




XII Transport equlpaent 
a) Road vehicles 
b) Other equlfoent 
TCTAL E^PENDITORE 
m m ISl 101 130 8U 
_2a 130 122 107 JÜ 
§2 U l 123 113 113 139 
i M m 
103 157 87 92 86 163 110 lit7 ¥ 111 120 137 153 60 
^̂  1 107 ¡7 116 110 8 110 124 106 138 95 
iiif? m 12? 128 15? 
166 170 120 50 
271» 138 110 130 m 55 
m -21 150 13Z 53 102 
88 JSu -2i -21 m JÍ 
«5 109 1U2 XU6 103 110 89 90 137 102 
82 102 92 90 112 76 
106 112 J5 lU? 70 
125 65 P-
122 iMi 68 
111 132 161 76 
136 118 106 121 57 
67 7k U6 155 79 
92 76 95 75 103 85 
lUO 132 127 JO 
86 159 153 133 137 72 
103 116 lOlf 12̂  101 70 












155 lUo 10Í 167 61 
85 
79 
112 130 83 100 79 
93 176 100 103 72 
60 75 90 1̂2 1U8 116 
100 128 91 135 79 
100 no 140 57 154 69 83 110 105 82 
^ iiU 115 lOlf 108 111 
97 116 116 102 105 120 
106 106 109 109 12I4- 73 
m J2 88 88 102 J3. 
-10 J2 88 108 91 
107 85 89 81̂  102 P 106 96 97 88 114 89 
88 93 91 107 97 
101 92 9»̂  93 98 103 
96 87 91 90 99 
95 80 97 83 153 86 
^ 86 Jé. ek 85 
116 93 88 83 79 m 
9k 90 88 93 102 85 
lok 108 112 -2? 126 _85 
i l â i l 2 - a 
122 122, l a -S i 
l i u 123 
xS % 
135 101 Zl 103 13- 107 • 
115 133 113 120 137 109 
105 105 250 
IU3 116 137 ; 2 
102 103 157 i ':-
82 109 11+2 
U 5 101 163 i-'iX 
133 91 189 
108 
n i f 149 75 
93 ^ 145 79 
101 126 118 84 
65 130 101 64 
109 137 I42 
150 88 138 
192 93 168 
97 72 124 • • « 
- 2 2 131 l 4 l 
86 158 116 88 
92 87 150 
78 102 122 235 
lOU 116 132 67 
110 
77 1Í7 « 
lUl 90 f 4'5 
125 125 142 
88 139 136 • « • 
97 102 115 ic6 
99 112 «3 IQ? 
95 66 174 107 
120 115 122 121 
123 116 116 
106 112 l4o 1C4 
n o 114 111 93 
115 118 ^ 
123 136 115 9? 
123 134 121 9Í 
94 98 108 92 
90 101 105 a? 
92 107 92 
115 86 109 77 
101 79 _24 6!f 
99 76 «8 81 
106 86 115 95 
112 116 116 Jk 
a/ Includes private education expenditure. 
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Tabla PC a 
M I C E RELATIVES BY SECTOR AND COUNTRY AT FREE MARKET EXCHAMOE RATES: JUNE I 9 6 0 
(Ind^o; base oounity s 100) 
• , (a) cowsiwa EXMJDITURE: TOTAL 
(1) South Aoarica" 
Argen- Boli- Bra- Colom- Chi- Ecua- Para- Peru Uru- Vene-
Country tina via zil bia le dor guay guay zuela 
Argentina 100 107 107 126 163 110 104 105 95 260 
Bolivia 93 100 100 117 152 103 97 98 89 243 
Brazil 93 100 loo 117 152 103 97 98 89 243 
Colombia 80 85 85 100 130 88 83 33 7é 207 
Chile él éé éé 77 100 é8 é4 é4 58 159 
Ecuador 90 97 97 iik ViQ 100 94 95 8é 23é 
feraguay 9é 103 103 121 157 loé 100 101 92 249 
Peru 95 102 102 120 155 105 99 100 91 248 
Uruguay 105 113 113 132 X71 ué 109 110 100 272 
Venezuela 39 kl m % ¿3 43 4o 40 37 100 
Costa Bice Tf 79 19 92 120 Cl 7é 77 70 190 
El Salvador 69 é9 81 105 71 é7 é7 Cl 
Guatemala 58 é2 é2 73 95 éif él él 55 151 
Haiti 71 7é 76 89 lié 78 74 é8 
Honduras 55 59 59 70 90 él 58 58 53 .143 
Mexico 85 91 91 107 139 89 89 81 221 
Nicaragua é2 67 é7 78 101 68 é5 é5 59 lél 
61 é5 é5 7é 99 é7 é3 é4 58 158 
Dominican Republic 51* 58 58 é6 89 éo 57 57 52 J.41 
British Guiana 79 85 85 99 129 87 82 83 75 2 0 5 
(2) Central America, the Caribbean and British Guiana 
Country Costa El Sal- Gu&te- Haiti Hon- Mexico Mioa- Pana- DoElni- British Rica vador mala duras ragua ma oan RGP» Guiana 
Argmtina 136 I5é 172 ihi 180 117 lé l .104 1 3 3 izé 
Bolivia 127 11+5 léo 131 lé8 109 150 153 171 116 
Brazil 127 11̂ 5 léo 131 lé8 109 150 153 171 118 
Colombia 108 12k I3é 112 144 93 128 131 I4é 101 
Chile 83, 95 105 8é 111 72 99 101 112 78 
Ecuador 123 m 155 128 Ié3 loé 14Ó 149 léé 114 
Paraguay 131 150 lé5 135 174 113 155 158 176 122 
PeiTi 130 1̂ 8 lé!| 13!̂  172 112 154 157 175 121 
Uruguay 163 180 1̂ 8 190 123 jé9 1 7 3 193 133 
Venezuela 52 éo éé 5̂  70 45 Ó2 É 3 71 49 
Costa Rioa 100 llU I26 lok 133 118 I2l 135 93 
El Salvador 87 100 110 9I lié 76 10^ I06 118 81 
Guatemala 79 91 100 82 105 ^8 9^ 107 7"+ 
Haiti 96 110 122 WO 128 83 U'^ 117 130 90 
Honduras 75 95 78 100 éj 89 91 102 70 
Hexioo . lié 132 l4é 12Q 15»̂  100 137 I'M? 15é 108 
Nicaragua 8^ 97 lOé 87 112 73 100 78 
Banana 83 95 lÔ t 85 110 71 98 100 112 77 
Dominican Republic 7!̂  85 77 98 ^ 88 . 90 100 69 
British Guiana 107 123 13é 111 llJi 93 127 130 l^S ipo 
NOTE» Horizontal Columns s prices 
Vertical Columns s purchasing pover. 
Ê/CN.12/653 
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Table XII b 
PRICE BELATIVES BY SECTOR AÍID COUNTRY AT FREE KAHÍCET EXCHAIIGE RjlTES: JWffi Ijéo 
(Indexes: base eountry s loo) 
(b) POOD 






















Arg#»- . Boll- Bra-
tiná ' via zll 




















































































































































































1 7 1 
175 
¿01 
2 2 9 
2 5 0 
ICQ 










{2) Central America, the Caribbean and British Gulans. 
Country Costa El Sal- Guate- Haiti Hon- Mexico liicar toia- uoDini-
Britisl 
Rica vador mala duras regua ma can Hop» CSuiana 
Argentina 159 210 213 175 233 139 202 199 24i 136 
Bolivia 124 164 166 136 182 108 157 156 188 107 
Brazil 148 194 197 162 216 129 10(5 18^ 223 126 
Colombia 100 131 133 109 146 87 126 124 150 85 
Chile 102 135 137 112 150 89 129 128 155 88 
Ecuador 117 154 157 128 171 102 148 146 177 100 
ftiTaguay l4o 184 187 153 204 121 176 174 211 120 
Peru 134 176 179 147 195 116 169 167 202 115 
Uruguay 146 192 195 160 213 127 18^ 182 220 125 
Venezuela 58 77 78 64 65 51 74 73 88 50 
Costa Rica 100 132 134 110 146 87 126 125 1$1 66 
El Salvador 7á 100 102 83 111 66 96 95 115 65 
Guatasala 75 .98 100 82 109 65 95 93 113 64 
Haiti 91 120 122 100 133 79 115 114 138 78 
Honduras 68 90 92 75 100 60 86 86 103 59 
Ilexico 115 152 15^ 126 168 100 146 144 174 99 
Hicaragua 79 104 106 87 116 100 99 119 68 
rfeiifuna 80 105 107 88 117 70 101 100 121 69 
Dominican Republic 66 87 88 73 97 58 8^ 83 100 57 
British Guiana U 7 154 156 - 128 170 101 148 146 176" mo 
KOTEt Horizontal Columns s prices 
Vertical Columns s purchasing power* 
Sj¡ um i X.£.[ 
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Table IX c 
miCE RELATIVIS BY SECTOR Ai® BY COUMTRY AT FREE MARKET ECCHAHGE i-.ATES: JWíE IjéO 
(Indexes; base countiy » 100) 
(o) CLOTHING AiJB TEXTILES 
(l) South Amerloa 
Country Ar^en- Boll- Bra» Colom- Chi- Ecua- P^a-
Peru Uru-' Vene-
tî pa.. ,vla zll bia le dor .. . guay zuela 
Argentina 100 . 99 101 85 182 • ;82' 102 104 98 177 
Bolivia • 101 100- 102 86 • 184 • 83 103 106 9? r/: 
Brazil ' 99 98 100 84 181 82 101 lo4 97 Í' L 
Colombia 117 116 118 100 214 97 120 123 115 •fO'j 
Chile 55 54 55 100 .45 56 57 54 / V / 
Ecuador 121 120 122 103 221 100 124 127 n y 
Paraguay 98 97 99 84 179 81 IDO 102 96 173 
Peru 96 95 96 81 174 79 98 100 93 l é j 
Uruguay 103 102 103 87 187 65 105 107 100 182 
Venezuela 56 56 57 46 103 47 58 59 55 Ifc.O 
Costa Rica 93 92 93 79 169 76 94 97 90 
£1 Salvador 82 81 82 69 149 67 83 85 80 
Ouatanala 80 80 81 68 147 66 82 84 79 142 
Haiti 95 94 96 81 174 78 97 99 93 16s 
Honduras 78 77 78 ¿6 142 64 79 81 76 138 
Hex! CO 86 85 86 73 156 71 87 90. 34 151 
Nicaragua 73 74 63 135 él 75 77 72 ^31 
Ranama 8k 85 72 154 70 86 83 82 :-49 
Dcnlnlcan R^ubllc . % 75 77 65 139 63 78 80 74 134 
British Gulnna 100 99 101 85 182 82 102 104 98 177 
(2) Central Amerloa, the Caribbean end British Guiana 
Countiy Costa El Sal-̂  • Guate- Haiti Hon- Hexico nica- Pana- Domini- Briti Rica vador ' mala. duras ragua ma can RePi , Guian 
Argentina 108 123 124 105 128 117 135 118 , 151 100 
Bolivia 105 12lf 125 106 130 118 137 120 133 • 101 
Brazil 107 122 123 104 128 116 134 118 130 99 
Colombia 127 im I4é 123 151 137 159 139 154 118 
Chile 59 67 68 . 58 70 64 74 65 72 55 . 
Ecuador 131 149 150 127 156 142 164 143 159 . 121 
Parâ nJay 106 120 122 103 126 114 133 116 129 98 
Peru 103 117 119 100 123 112 129 113 126 96 , 
Uruguay 111 126 128 108 132 120 139 122 135 103 
Venezuela 61 69 70 59 73 66 76 67 74 57 
Costa Rica 100 Ilk 115 • 98 119 108 126 no 122 93 
El Salvadof 88 100 101 86 105 95 l io 96 107 82 
Guatoaala 87 99 100 85 lo4 94 109 95 loé 81 
Haiti 102 117 118 loo 122 111 ' 129 112 125 95 
Honduras . Ŝ t 95 97 62 100 '91 105 92 102 78 
Hexlco 92 105 loé 90 ilo 100 lis 101 112 86 
Nicaragua 80 91 92 78 95 86 loo 87 97 74 
Panama, 91 104 105 89 108 99 114 100 111 84 
Dominican Republic 82 93 94 80 98 . 89 103 90 300 76 
British Guiana 108 123 . 124 105 128 117 135 118 131 icq 
NOTEí Horizontal Colvmins s: prices 
Vertical Colunais s purchasing power. 
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Table K d 
PRICE RELATIVES BY SECTOR iO® BY COUHTRY. AT PRKE MARKET EXCiUNGE RATES! JWIE 1960 
(indexes: base oountryg 100) 
•(d) HOUSING 
(1) South America 
Country Argen- BoU- Bra- Colom- Chi- Ecua- Ifera-
Peru Uru- Vene-
tina via . zll bia le dor guay guay zuela 
Argentina ICQ 100 • 102 107 I6l 90 86 86 83 190 
Bolivia 100 100.. 102 107 162 90 86 86 83 191 
Brazil 98 98 100 105 159 88 8»̂  82 1S7 
Colombia 93 93 95 100 151 80 80 78 173 
Chile 62 62 63 66 100 56 53 53 52 il8 
Ecuador 111 111 113 119 180 100 96 95 93 212 
Baraguay 116 lié 118 125 188 104 100 100 97 222 
Peru 117 lié 119 125 189 105 100 100 97 223 
Uruguay 120 120 122 129 194 108 103 103 100 229 
Venezuela 52 52 53 56 85 47 45 45 44 100 
Costa Rica 87 8fi 88 93 l4o 78 74 74 72 165 
El Salvador 111+ HÍ+ 116 122 184 102 98 98 95 218 
Guatemala 79 77 79 83 125 70 67 66 65 148 
Haiti 100 100 102 107 161 90 86 86 83 190 
Honduras 65 66 69 lo4 58 56 55 54 123 
Hexico I2é 126 128 135 204 113 108 108 105 240 
nicaragua 85 d^ 86 91 137 76 73 72 70 161 
Manama 71 70 72 76 114 63 61 60 59 135 
Dominican Republic 71 71 72 76 115 64 61 61 59 135 
British Guiana 106 106 108 113 171 95 91 91 86 202 
(2) Central America, the Caribbean and British Guiana 
Country Costa El Sail- Guate- Haiti Hon- Hexioo Nica- ftina-DoEinl-
Brltlch 
Rica vador laala duras ragua ma can RcptjGuloõa--
Argentina 115 88 129 100 154 79 118 142 I4l 94 
Bolivia 116., 88 129 100 155 80 118 142 141 95 
Brazil 113 86 126 98 152 78 116 139 138 93 
Colombia 108 82 120 93 144 74 110 132 131 88 
Chile 71 80 62 96 73 86 87 58 
Ecuador 128 98 143 111 172 88 131 156 157 105 
P&rag\iay 134 102 150 116 180 92 137 165 164 110 
Peru 135 102 150 117 180 . 93 138 166 164 110 
Uruguay 138 105 155 120 186 95 142 170 169 114 
Venezuela 60 46 68 52 81 42 62 74 74 50 
Costa Rica 100 76 112 87 134 69 102 123 122 82 
El Salvador 132 100 147 114 176 90 135 162 I6l log 
Gua.tenala 90 100 78 120 62 92 110 109 73 
Haiti 115 88 129 loo 15^ 79 118 142 l4l 94 
Honduras 75 57 83 "65 100 51 76 92 91 51 
México iHé 110 162 126 195 100 149 179 178 119 
Nicaragua 98 74 109 85 •131 67 100 120 119 80 
Itenama 81 62 91 71 109 56 83 100 99 67 
Dominican R^niblic 82 62 92 71 110 56 8̂ 4 101 100 67 
British Guiana 122 93 136 106 164 8»̂  125 150 149 100 
NOTEt Horizontal Columns prices 
Vertical Coluums s purchasing power» 
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" TajaXe IX e 
IRICE BEUTBTES BY SECTOR AND BY ÍOÜIJTRY AT PREEIURKET EXCH/UvGE RATES: J W E I960 
(Indexes8 baae country a 100) 
(e) TRANSWRT iUíD CdfJUlIICATIONS 
(1) Souih toerlca 
Covmtry Argen- Boli- Bra- Colom- Chi- Ecua-
Rara- Peru Uru- Vene-
tina. via zil bia le • dor giiay guay zuela 
Argentina 100 69 107 104 92 106 85 85 70 178 
Bolivia 1Ç5 100 155 151 133 153 124 • 123 102 256 
Brazil 65 100 97 86 99 • 80 80 66 166 
Colombia 96 66 102 100 88 102 82 82 ás 171 
Chile 109 95 116 113 100 115 93 92 76 193 
Ecuador 65 101 98 87 100 81 80 66 168 
Paraguay 117 81 125 122 . 108 124 100 ICO 82 2 0 6 
Peru 117 81 126 122 108 124 100 lop 83 20? 
Uruguay 98 152 148 130 150 121 121 100 253 
Venezuela 56 39 60 56 52 • 60 48 48 40 100 
Costa Rica 72 111 109 96 IJO 89 89 73 186 
El Salvador 6k Vf 68 67 59 68 55 54 45 114 
Guatemala íi6 72 70 62 71 58 57 47 120 
Haiti 73 50 78 76 67 77 62 62 51 130 
Honduras 77 53 82 80 71 61 66 66 54 137 
Mexico 133 92 142 139 122 141 114 113 94 237 
Nicaragua 99 68 106 103 91 105 84 34 7 0 176 
Panama 70 75 73 64 74 60 So 45 1 2 5 
Dominican Republic 7D 48 74 . 72 64 74 59 59 49 124 
British Guiana 102 71 110 107 94 109 88 67 72 182 
(2) Central America, the Caribbean and British Guiana 
Costa El Sal- Guate- Haiti Hon- Mexico Kica- Rma- Domini- British 
Country Rioa vador mala duras ragua ma csn Rep, .Guiana 
Argentina 96 156 148 137 130 75 101 1 4 3 144 98 
Bolivia 139 226 215 198 168 109 •146 2 0 6 2 0 3 141 
Brazil 90 146 139 128 122 70 95 134 1 3 4 91 
Colombia 92 150 142 1 3 2 125 .72 97 1 3 7 138 94 
Qiile 104 170 161 149 l4l 82 110 1 5 5 1 5 6 1 0 6 
Ecuador 90 148 l4o 129 123 71 96 135 136 92 
Paraguay 112 183 174 161 152 88 119 167 163 114 
Peru 113 183 174 161 153 68 119 168 169 115 
Uruguay 136 222 210 194 184 107 144 202 2C4 . 138 
Venezuela 88 83 77 73 42 57 80 81 55 
Costa Rica 100 163 155 143 136 78 106 149 150 102 
El Salvador 61 100 95 88 83 40 Ó5 91 92 6 2 
Guataaala 65 105 100 92 87 51 68 96 97 6 6 
Haiti 70 114 108 100 95 55 74 lo4 105 71 
Honduras 74 120 114 105 100 58 78 110 110 75 
Hexioo 128 208 198 182 173 100 135 190 191 1 3 0 
Nicaragua 95 154 146 135 128 I f 100 141 142 96 
^mama 67 109 lo4 96 92 53 71 100 101 68 
Dominican Republic 67 109 103 95 90 52 70 99 100 • 6 8 
British Guiana 98 160 152 l4o 133 77 104 146 Í57 ICQ 
NOTE: Horizontal Columnp sa prlocs 
Vertical Columns a purchasing power* 
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• • — Tobio ly f 
isiICE RELATIVES BY SECTOR AJTO BY COÜSTRY. AT FREE MARKET KtCHAITGE BATES: JU)¡E l?6o • 
(ladexest base ecuntry ae 100) 
(f) GOVEKlENT SERVICES 
(1) South America 















Argentina - 100 80 150 128 170 102 103 90 88 462' 
Bolivia 125 100 188 161 213 128 129 113 111 579 • 
Brazil é7 53 100 86 113 68 69 60 59 308 
Colonibla 78 62 117 100 132 79 • 80 70 69 360 
Chile- 59 '•7 88 76 100 60 61 53 52 272 
Ecuador 98 78 147 126 167 100 101 88 87 453 
feráguay 97 77 146 J25 165 99 100 87 86 
Peru 111 89 167 143 189 113 115 100 98 • 514 
Uruguay 113 90 170 145 190 115 117 102 100 523 
Venezuela 22 17 32 28 37 22 22 - 20 19 100 
Costa Rloa 71 57 107 92 121 73 74 64 63 329, 
El Salvador 6o 89 76 101 61 61 54 53 275 
Quatsaala 5á- 64 72 95 57 58 51 50 260 
Haiti 65 52 98 84 111 6è 67 59 58 301 
Honduras 63 50 95 82 103 65 • 65 57 56 293. 
MSKÍCO • él 49 92 78 104 62 63 55 54 282 
Nicaragua 1+3 80 69 91 55 . 55 . 48 47 • Z48 
Banana 57 86 74 98 59 59 52 51 266 
Dominican Rspubllo 59 47 88 76 100 60' 51 53 52 272 
British Oulana 55 44 • 83 71 94 56 57 50 49 • 255 
(2) Central Amerloa, the Caribbean and British Guiana - • -
Country Costa El Sal- Guate- Haiti Hon- Mexico Nica- Pana- Domini-- Britis Rlea vador mala duras ragua ma can Rep 1 Guiana 
Argentina llK) 168 178 154 158 164 136 174 170 181 
Bolivia 175 210 223 193 198 205 234 218 213 227 
Brazil 93 112 119 102 105 109 124 116 113 121 
Colombia 109 130 139 120 123 127 145 135 132 141 
Chile 82 99 105 90 93 96 110 102 100 107 
Ecniador 138 164 175 150 154 l6o 183 171 167 178 
fersguay 136 163 173 149 153 159 161 169 165 176 
Peru 156 186 198 171 175 182 207 193 189 201 
.Uruguay 159 190 201 174 178 185 211 197 192 205 
Venezuela , 30 36 38 33 34 35 4o 38 37 39 
Costa Rloa loo 120 127 109 112 117 133 124 121 129 
El Salvador 8'* 100 106 92 94 98 a n 104 101 108 
Guatemala 7? 94 100 86 88 92 105 98 95 102 
Haiti 91 109 116 100 103 66 122 113 111 118 
Honduras 89 106 113 97 100 lo4 138 110 108 115 
Mexico 86 102 109 1 6 100 114 106 lo4 - H I 
IJioaragm - 75 90 95 82 • 84 88 100 93 91 97 
I^ama 81 96 102 88 91 94 107 100 98 lo4 . 
Oonlnloan Republic 82 99 105 90 93 96 110 102 100 107 
British Culana 77 92 98 85 87 90 103 96 9H 100 
NOTE: Horizontal Columns « prloes 
Vertical Colusms s purohaslng power. 
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Table EC a 
ffiiCK RELATIVES BY SECTOR ,0® BY COUNTRY AT PREE MABKET EICr̂ yG;; a\TES,JUI'!E I96Ò 
(ihdaxagt br-sé oovmtry 
(8) BIVasnXI'T 




















Argentina ICO 73 81 71 88 63 84 70 87 105 
Bolivia 100 110 96 120 86 lilf 96 118 
Brazil 123 91 100 87 109 78 103 87 107 130 
Colombia ll̂ l lof 115 100 125 8? 119. 100 123 11+9 
Chile 113 , .83 92 80 100 72 95 so 98 n ? 
Ecuador , 158 116 128 112 3?ÍÕ 100 133 111 137 1Ú6 
Baraguay^ 119 88 97 8^ 105 "Tf 100 31+ 103 125 
Peru lk2 115 100 125 90 119 100 123 
Urugusy 115 85 9lt 82 102 73 97 81 100 121 
Venezuela 9á 70 78 68 8^ 61 80 67 83 
Costa Bioa - 133 98 108 U 7 81» 111 gii 115 lito 
El Salvador . 1 % 105 116 101 126 90 120 101 150 
Guatanala lli6 • 107 118 103 129 92 122 103 127 151+ 
Haiti 146 107 118 103 129 92 122 103 127 154 
Honduras 126 93 102 89 111 80 106 89 109 133 
Mexioo 13? 102 112 98 123 88 116 98 120 lt6 
Miearagua 115 85 94 82 102 73 97 81 100 121 
ftmarea 113 83 92 80 100 72 95 80 98 119 
Dominican Republic llé 85 ^ 82 103 7^ 98 82 101 122 
British Guiana 139 102 112 98 123 88 116 98 120 IH6 
(2) Central America, the Caribbean British GulaJia 














Argentina 75 70 68 68 79 72 87 38 86 72 
Bolivia X02 95 ?3 93 108 98 118 120 117 98 
Brazil 93 86 98 89 107 109 106 89 
Colombia 106 99 97 97 112 102 123 125 122 102 
Chile 85 79 77 , 77 90 82 38 100 97 8,2 . Eouador 119 110 108 108 125 Ilk 137 l4o 136 114 
Paraguay 90 83 82 82 95 86 103 105 103 86 Peru 107 99 97 97 112 102 123 125 122 102 
Uruguay 87 81 79 79 91 83 100 102 99 83 
Venezuela 71 67 66 66 76 69 83 Sii 82 69 
Costa Rica 100 91 91 105 96 115 117 114 96 
El Salvp.dor 108 100 98 98 113 103 124 126 123 103 
Guataaala 110 102 100 100 116 105 127 129 126 105 
Haiti 110 102 100 100 116 105 127 129 126 105 
Honduras 95 88 86 86 100 91 109 111 109 91 
Ilexioo 104 97 95 95 110 100 120 122 119 100 
Hicaragua 87 81 79 79 91 83 100 102 99 83 
ftmcana 85 79 77 77 90 82 98 ICQ 97 82 
Dominican Republio 88 81 80 80 92 84 101 102 100 8*+ 
British Guiana 104 97 95 95 110 100 120 122 119 100 
NOTE: Horizontal Colunais s- prices. 
Vertical Colvmms ss purohaslng power* 
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FÍRICE REUTIVES BY SECTOR BY COUI.ÍTAY.AT FREE jlARKET EXCHÁÍIGE ÍUTESf JUNK 19^0 
find exea i btiso cotmtiy s» IOQ) 




















APsentinjt 100 6? 7^ 66 79 57 80 72 a 149 
Bolivia 100 107 96 115 83 116 105 118 216 
Brazil 13$ 100 90 108 77 108 98 110 202 
Colonbla 152 105 112 100 120 86 121 109 123 2X6 
Chlla 126 87 93 83 100 72 101 91 103 288 
Ecuador 177 122 130 117 • iRo 100 ll+l 127 144 
Paraguay 125 87 92 83 99 71 100 90 102 ir.6 
Peru 133 96 102 92 110 79 111 100 113 2Õ7 
Uruguay 123 85 90 81 97 70 98 89 100 1C3 
Voiezuela 67 k6 Vt 53 38 5^ 46 55 100 
Costa Rica 112 77 82 7^ 88 89 81 91 167 
El Salvador 130 90 95 86 103 7^ 103 93 105 193 
Guatemala 135 93 99 89 107 77 108 97 110 201 
Haiti 135 93 99 89 107 77 108 97 110 201 
Honduras 108 75 80 71 85 62 86 78 88 161 
Hexloo 126 88 93 83 100 72 101 91 103 188 
Hloara^ua 9U 65 69 62 53 75 67 76 139 
l̂ uiama 87 éo 58 69 50 70 63 71 130 
Dominican Republie ?? és 73 65 78 56 79 71 80 147 
British Guiana 121 89 80 96 69. 97 87 98 160 
fo) Centivl Anorloa- the Caribbean and British Guiana 
Costa El Sal- Guate- Hon- tut A/V Hloa- ftma- Domini- British Country Rica vador mala naiiíA duras rio^oo -fogua • ma can Rep 1. Guiana 
Argentina 89 77 7f 92 79 107 115 101 82 
Bolivia 130 112 log 108 I3U 115 155 167 147 120 
Brazil 121 105 101 101 126 108 145 156 137 112 
Colombia 135 117 112 112 iko 120 162 174 153 125 
Chile 113 98 117 100 135 145 1Í28 lo4 
Ecuador 158 136 131 131 16k 1»M> 189 203 178 146 
Paraguay 112 97 93 93 116 99 I3IÍ 144 126 ic4 
Peru I2k 107 103 103 128 110 14? 159 l4o 115 
Uruguay 110 95 91 91 lllf 97 132 l4l 124 102 
Venezuela éo 52 50 50 62 53 72 77 68 56 
Costa Rica 100 86 83 83 IQlf 89 120 129 113 93 
El Salvador 116 100 96 96 120 103 139 149 131 107 
Oxiatemala 120 loit IÒ0 100 125 107 155 136 111 
Haiti 120 lÔ t 100 100 125 107 m 155 136 111 
Honduras 56 83 80 "85 100 86 116 124 109 89 
Ilexlco 113 98 117 100 135 145 128 1C4 
Nicaragua 83 72 69 69 86 •w 100 107 94 77 
ftmanra. 78 67 65 65 81 69 93 100 88 72 
Doainloen Republic 88 76 73 7^ 92 78 106 113 100 82 
British Guiana 108 93 90 90 112 96 130 139 122 100 
NOTg{ Horizontal Coluons c prices. 
Vertical colunsna st purchasing pox/er. 
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Table K 1 
fRICE RELATIVES BY sy.don Al® BY COTOTTRY AT FREE MARKET EXCIIiiiKJE R,;TES:- JUITO l$60 
(Indexes; base eoun-tiy a ICO) 
(1> HíODÜOEHs'EaUIH-IElíT 
fl̂  South Aaerica 
Argen- Boli- Bra- Colom- Chi- Ecua- J a - Uru- Vene-
Country tina via zil bia le dor guay 
PôHl guay zuela 
Argentina 100 77 88 75 96 69 88 69 91 68 
Bolivia 12? 100 113 97 89 113 90 118 88 
Brazil nit 68 100 86 U O 79 100 79 105 78 
Colombia 133 103 117 100 128 92 117 93 122 31 
Chile loî  80 91 78 100 72 91 72 95 71 
Ecuador 112 127 109 7ÍÕ 100 127 101 133 99 
ftiraguay nh 88 lOO 86 110 79 100 79 105 78 
Peru 144 111 126 100 138 99 12S loo 132 98 
Uruguay 109 96 82 105 75 96 76 100 • 74 
Venezuela Ilk 129 110 ikl 101 123 102 100 
Costa Rica 157 122 138 118 151 108 138 109 107 
El Salvador 156 120 137 117 150 107 136 108 11+2 loé 
Gifâtemala 157 121 138 118 151 108 138 109 llilf 107 
Haiti 157 121 138 m 151 108 138 109 144 107 
Honduras 112 128 109 140 100 128 101 133 99 
Mexico 151 117 132 113 1115 104 132 105 138 103 
Nicaragua IW 111 126 108 138 99 126 100 132 98 
ftinana 153 118 13I1 115 14-7 105 icé l4o ic4 
Dominican R^ublio 136 105 119 102 131 9^ 119 911 124 93 
British Guiana 157 121 137 118 151 108 137 109 143 107 















' can PvOp» Gulcii 
Argentina 64 64 Ôi 69 66 69 65 74 64 
Bolivia 82 83 82 82 89 86 •90 84 95 82 
Brazil 73 73 73 73 78 76 79 75 8^ 73 
Colombia 85 85 85 85 92 88 93 87 98 . 85 
Chile 66 67 66 66 72 69 72 68 77 66 
Ecxiador 92 93 92 93 100 96 101 95 107 93 
fcraguay 73 73 73 73 78 76 79 75 84 73 
Peru 91 92 92 92 99 95 ICQ 106 92 
Uruguay 69 70 70 75 72 76 71 80 70 
Venezuela 93 94 9̂  101 97 102 96 108 94 
Costa Rica 100 101 100 100 108 lok 109 103 116 100 
El Salvador 99 100 99 99 107 103 108 102 115 99 
Qtiatemala 100 101 100 100 108 loU 109 103 116 100 
Haiti 100 101 100 100 108 10I+ 109 103 116 100 
Honduras 92 93 93 93 100 96 101 95 107 93' 
Mexico 96 97 96 96 10? 100 105 99 111 96 
Nicaragua 91 92 92 92 99 95 100 94 106 92 
J^ana 97 98 97^ 97 105 101 1Õ5 100 113 98 
Dominican R<3»ubllo . 86 87 86 87 93 90 9^ 89 100 87 
British Guiana 100 101 100 100 108 lo4 109 102 115 100 
NOTE; Horizonte Coluans a prices. 
Vertical Columns s purchasing power. 
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• fable U .t 
• fRICE-RELATIVES' BY .SECTOR COMTKi FREE ilARKETf BXCHAIiGE R-'̂ TESt J'JNE 1?60 
(ladexesi base eovintry a 100) 
(j) TRANSPORT EâUlàfflNT 
(1) South ¿Bierica 
Countiy Argen- B0IÍ - Bra- Colom- ciille 
Ecua- Potar Poru Uru- Vene-
tina via zil ' bia dor guay guay zuela 
Argentina 100 76 81 78 37 61 69 65 113 66 
Bolivia 131 100 loé 102 128 * 79 90 85 143 86 
Brazil 123 9k 100 96 120 75 64 80 81 
Coli»obla 12? 98 105 100 126 78 88 84 146 l-A 
Chile 102 78 83 80 100 62 70 66 116 Ê7 
Eouedor 165 126 134 128 TSi 100 113 107 186 108 
P&Taguay lU 111 118 113 142 88 100 94 165 96 
Peru 15^ 
88 
118 125 120 150 94 1 0 6 100 175 1 0 1 . . 
Uruguay 67 72 68 86 54 6o 57 100 58 . 
Venezuela 152 116 12^ 118 149 92 104 99 173., 1 0 0 
Costa Rlea iW 112 119 m 143 • 89 100 95 166 96 
El Salvador 159 122 129 155 96 109 103 180 ic4 
Guatanala 175 133 142 136 170 106 120 113 198 115 
Ifeltl 175 133 l'i2 136 170 106 120 113 198 1 1 5 
Honduras 178 136 138 174 108 122 l i é 2 0 2 •. 1 1 7 
Mexico 176 l»f3 136 171 107 121 114 199 115 
Moaragua 110 118 112 141 88 
114 
99 •94 164 95 
Petnama. 188 m 153 • 146 . 183 129 122 2 1 3 123 
Dominican Republic 159 122 130 124 155 97 109 103 180 io4 
British Guisna 177 135 liiit 137 173 107 121 115 2 0 0 1 1 6 
(2) Central Aaerioa, the Caribbean and Britidi Guiana 











• Domin- Britl! 
C£m Rep.Guiani 
Argentina 68 63 57 57 56 57' 69 53 63 56 
Bolivia 89 82 75 75 73 74 90 70 82 74 
Brazil 84 77 70 70 69 70 85 65 77 70 
Colombia 88 81 74 74 72 73 89 68' ,81 • 7 3 
Chile 70 64 59 59 58 • 58 71 54 • 64 5G 
Ecuador 112 104. 94 94 92 94- 114 88 103 93 
ftiraguay 100 92 83 83 82 83 101 78 92 . 82 
Peru 105 97 88 88 66 88 106 82 97 87 
Uruguay 60 55 50 50 50 50 • 61 47 55 50 
Venezuela lo4 96 87 87 86 87 105 81 96 86 
Costa Rica 100 92 84 84. 82 83 lol 78 92 83 
El Salvador 109 100 91 91 89 90 110 85 100 90 
Guattmala 119 . 110 100 100- 98 99 121 94 110 99 
Haiti 119 110 100 100 . 96 • 99 • 121 94 110 99 
Honduras 122 112 102 102 100 101 123 95 112 101 
Mexico 120 110 101 101 99 100 121 94 110 99 
Nicaragua 99 91 83 83 81 .82 • 100 77 91 82 
Pannma 128 118 108 108 106 107 130 100 118 1D6 
Dominican Republic 109 100 .91 91 89 90 110 85 100 . 90 
British Guiana 121 111 101 101 .99 101 122 94 m 100 
MOTE i Horizontal Coluoins ss prlocs 




COMPARATIVE FRICE STRUCTffiE PARITY USES OF E.iCHAKGE; (a) JINE 1^60 
(IndMCBSi ayeraĵ e of the eeuntrles w 100) 
Seotor Weight Argen Boll- Bra- Coloai<" Koua*» Para- Peru 
tfru- Vene-
^ a / tina via zil • bla dor guay guay zuela 
86.8 21 101 100 101 2Í iâ 10»f 
32,7 •21 •M 109 82 82 ?3 ¡^ 1?5 i 116 179 106 51 1 w 1+1 lõÇ" 72 
5.1+ 70 136 t • m 62 107 108 • 'Jy 
87 89 120 52 121 61 90 61 ill 1Í3 94 81 81+ 125 73 69 138 160 'jé 
5.3 67 97 86 106 63 105 66 115 1C5 
1.2 109 13"+ 66 116 98 111 96 59 123 81 
2.0 78 120 128 126 98 112 7^ 70 108 75 
2,5 99 86 45 50 159 116 117 89 85 76 
2A S2 112 Üi iSi §1 §2. 8l 21 ái §1 
82 126 69 61 75 86 110 98 ll+O 
2.a 51 106 Ul 121 50 91 70 67 67 71 
. lA 112 71 a. 56 112 118 108 -Ü5. 71 121 
10.7 109 122 1Õ7 E 133 111 116 113 81+. 
110 107 102 88 11+? 75 111 107 86 2,2 100 91 106 75 111+ 9H 92 108 104 80 
3.1 113 119 117 73 119 109 123 132 130 83 
16,3 112 112 112 ip5 122 ICQ ^ 100 ¿L 
7.3 137 122 179 135 126 75 67 111 72 117 102 93 59 57 108 101+ 137 61+ 11+8 P 2,6 69 109 56 'jk 92 129 99 106 96 
1,4 85 128 65 108 159 m 97 91+ 88 P 
1.5 122 93 90 128 159 132 1Í5 108 157 1+1 
iii 22 120 Í25, a 120 28 100 ^ 2£ 
2,0 lilt 67 155 53 5i+ 77 86 121 91 109 
1.2 123 86 83 200 90 187 126 67 91 1+1 
91 116 51 68 100 133 65 90 1+1+ 11+5 
82 106 ^ 21 109 112 112 iii 109 123 
1.0 73 126 61 111+ 120 155 192 • 118 100 63 
1.5 93 93 61 89 61 150 66 • 122 130 
,1.0 90 1M5 80 92 152 66 95 85 105 130 
.6 76 67 96 . 125 109 82 75 93 89 177 
1.2 96 91 119 73 125 8? 138 136 116 129 
h i 105 21 B It^ 112 Ill 111+ m 8i 117 
2.0 113 88 71 98 110 101+ 106 11+2 86 1U6 1.1 89 96 125 111+ 117 122 129 128 81 61+ 
10.3 ^ 68 126 1C*+ M 88 22 ^ 173, 
8.2 81 58 136 89 101+ 75 9+ 75 77 198 
• 2.1 101 101+ 125 105 132 101+ 92 95 
13 «2 ¡5ÍL m. 122 & 26 2i i2i 111 llf2 21 
áii Iky 101 106 62 ^ 117 108 122 ^ 
3.5 156 95 109 88 81+ 87 111+ 117 128 90 
2.9 336 107 101 79 79 77 119 97 125 101 
k.é 158 122 li+0 100 107 Jt^ 115 135 lt8 
150 120 159 S3 '95 112 137 135 11+3 1+9 
U.o 161 120 137 101 108 112 155 113 133 1+7 
.2 106 lit8 158 92 96 131 337 110 129 • 50 
h i 166 128 m i n 116 101 111 202 1+8 
1.8 169 132 11+1 118 119 100 108 110 202 1+9 
•u 165 111 99 93 100 106 151 117 200 H5 
100 log 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
CONSUMER EXPBjDITURE, TOTAL 
la Foods 
a) Meat, poultnr 





h) Pata, oils 











b) Fuel, light, water 
o) Household supplies 
d) F\»miture 
e) Electrical appliances 
VI, Transport, eaoffinnloatlon 
a) Public transport 
b) Private transport 
c) CoEnmunlcatlons 
VII, Pers^l oare 
a) Toilet articles 
b) Drugs, medicines 
o) Medical, dental services 
d) Hairdressing 
e) Domestic services 
v m , RaereatlM», entertainment 
a) Public entertainments 
b) Books, toys, etc, 
IX, Oovemment servloes 





b) Other construction 




XII, Transpoi^ equliiaient 
a) Road vehicles 
b) Other equipment 
TOTAL EXPENDIT®E 
l/ Peroerttages pre based on per capita experriiture averaged for the nineteen countries (if based on 
aggregate expenditure in those countries, different percentages vjould be obtalnedl. 
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TaWo :: a (oontlnucd) 
COMPARATIVE-PRICE STRlKTURi. AT PIJ^ITY OF EXCHkfiüEj {b) JUME I960 
(Indexest average of tte countries m 100) 





DooinJ-Pam- can Re" ma publle 
Aver-age 
ÇCMSLG.£R EXfEHDITtRE, TOTAL 101 ITF». IQL̂  IPLT , 1 0 1 
I» Foods 100 
Meat, poultry 98 
Pish 63 





















IV, ClotM»®!, textiles 
a J Ciothiig 
b) Footwear 
. 0) TextUes 
'V» Housine 
hens 
Fuel, li^t, water 63 






a) Public transport 
b) Private transport 95 
c) Coninunleatlons oO 
VII, Personal care 
a) Toilet articles 77 
b) Drugs, medicines "i? 
0) Medical^ dental 
services ,92 
d) Hairdressing 
e) Domestic services 63 
VIII, Recreation, 
Bnxertaiwnent 
a) Public entertain-mejftg lOlt 
b) Books, toys, etc, 62 
IX* Governnent services 97 
aj Salaries, wages 96 
b) Purchases 101 
INVESTMENT ^ 
X* Corfitruction IO5 
iõç a) Buildings 
b) Other construction IO6 
78 




XII, TransDort equipment 
a) Road vehicles 






































































































"79 w 91 . 106 
Jh. • 102. 
70 108 
72 102 





















1 0 1 
75-99 




























1 0 2 • 
m 
99 91 65 2 3 5 
132. 
8 8 1 1 + 8 
109 75 125 117 62 
ir '¡I 
jâ 128 
98 109 100 136 
J2 i&i 
J2 88 •lo • • I" 131 96 69 92 IOÔ , 97 






































1 0 0 ICO 






1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
100 








1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 -
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
I 0 0 
1 0 0 
Too 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
, 1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 0 0 
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Table X b 
COMPARATIVE ffilCE SÍHÜCTURE kT PAFaTY RAÍES Qb' E7XHAíiGEs{b) JUWE I562 
(In4exest average of the coutrtrles » lOO) 
Cpuntry Argen" Boll-tlm via 
Bra-zil Colpm-bift Chile 
Ecua-





COWStSffiR EXHSNPIfIRE. TOTAL 
I. Fo^s 





f > Vegetables 
g) Sijgar 
h) Pats, oils 











t>| Fuel, l̂ ht, water b 






a) Public transport 
b1 lyivate transport 
c) Communications 
VII, Personal care 




iHairdressing Domestic services 
VIII, Recreation, 
errcertalnmenk 
a J Public enter-
tainments 




























116 ^ m ^ — 
K , Ooverrmenfc services a/ yo 
a; Salaries, wages 60 
b) Purchases I07 
INVESTMENT 
X, Construction l^H 
a) Buildlres 1H5 
b) Other construcfttcn 137 
XI, Producers » eouioBent 15^ 
a) Agricultural I38 
b) Industrial 161 
o) Office 87 
XII, TransDort equipment 1^2 
a) Road vehicles 11+6 























































































































































































































































































































97 76 72 
77 
131 66 













120 172 123 
iH Ji 112 
11+1 
81 










TOTAL EXPEMDITtHE 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
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Table X b {continued) 
C«a>AH/iTIVE PRICE STRUCTURE AT PARITY RATES OP ÈCCKàNGE: (b) JUNE 15̂ 2 
(Indtaces; Average of the countries ° lOQi. 
El . Domi-
Product Costa Guate^ Hcn>* Nica- nican 
Aver-
• .* Sal-, Haiti Mexico Panama Repu-Rioa ' mala ifuras ragua ago vador- - blic 








22 100 m 100 
I, Pooda ¿á . 110 lid 106 m 100 
• . % a MeatJ poultly 102 • 105 89 162 101 100 . 90 IOC b Fish 67 110 .76 108 125 126 136 66 231 100 0 Milk products,"egg? 102 123 115 109 . 95 ?? 89 154 145 
lv.1. 
' A C«F«a.lB 101 •119 90 • 119 84 122 89 IJO 
. e Prulta 09. 8o 141 112 118 98 93 115 80 100 
. t Vegetables 91 107 107 141 • 127 73 107 119 87 ICO 
g Sugar 99 130 •91 97 •78 106 117 80 100 ' h Pats Í oils 91 • 9° • 85 99 88 96 91 186 100 1 Other foods loé 162 . 107 109 m 113 128 101 102 
11, Bevemgea 24g m 111 134 • 126 i8 121 120 IjC 
a 1 Non-^lcohollo 162 109 • '148 124 74 •61 74 95 107 100 •k ) Alcoholic 273 133 • . 98 137 • 144 67 1D6 90 125 100 
III, Tote.eoo 161 21 •I30 l4o M .122 120 22 •141 100 
IT. Clothlnp, taxtllss ñ 8lt ÜÍ , 22. •111 26 84 103' 100 a 1 Clothing 81 83 , • 93 103 84 121 102 78 97 • 100 b 1 Footwear 107 7̂  77 92 110 121 103 129 114 100 0 Textiles 77 93 • 77 81 87 88 81 65 1C$ 100 
7, Housing 104 68 • 86 • 112 ^ i o 108 •M 100 
a) Rent 115 • l̂ 7 • lo4 64 114 • 79 75 111 • 75 100 b] Fuel, light, w^ter 6k . 79 .98 137 . 132 92 lop . 121 107 100 
0 > Household sx^plles 135 113 lo4 110 99 69 120 78 105 •100 d. ) Furniture 61 62 46 121 91 89 161 .  • 67 . 100 e] ) Electrical appliances 85 . 68 ,78 73 79 96 8.3 6o' 88 ,„ 100 
VI, Tmnscort» oonununlcation ^ 131 114 128 , 22 8,0 112 104 . 100 
a Public transport 8if 151 134 138 111 87 78 13 -9 : 3G •  100 > Private transport 95 103 85 119 ' 77 •80 79 72 • io6 100 0 •otnmuni cations 75 115 103 108 102 72 53 107 178 IQO 
VII, Personal ears 66 104 110 82 ' 106 m 53 • 22. • loo 
a Toilet articles 82 91 102 78 93 73 96 67 95 •• loo b' Drugs, medicines 147 122 108 135 
7? 
74 70 117 110 ICO 
0 Medical, dental services 8l lo4 111 84, ^ 126 •78 72 ICO d Ifeirdresslng 88 : i5t lo4 84 87 114 110 108 100 
9 Domestio servloes 56 70 78 42 118 137 79 120 101 . 100 
VIII, Recreation, entertalnmait §3. 22. 110 8S 108 21 K §2 100 
a Public entertaiwnenta 97 102 . .120 59 • 123 93 88 96 61 100 • b' Books, t£?ys, etc. 65 76 92 132 82 94 ,83 72 126 100 
IX. Government services. É. ' 102 . '• 100 106 • 82 132 ICS • • -122 •il ICQ 
a' Salaries, vages. 95 110 102 106 . . 84 144 112 102 . . .88 100 , b] Purchases 100 • 96 .92 109- . 97 -84 93 95 • • 102 ' 100" 
INVESTMENT! TOTAL 02 ! 22 - 22 . M .¿Ü • 28 ' 100 
X» Construotlon 102 M 22 82.' 8¿ 106 108 115 86 lüO 
a Buildings 102 78 76 84 ' 80 lo8 107 115 '84 . loo 
h Other oonstruotion 102 09 83 69 91 105 108 114 . 90 100 • 
XI, Producer's eqv4pni€tet ¿0 22 • :26 M • 20 Í09 -22 80 • 21 100 
a] Agrio,ultural 92 81 . 77 91 75 .116 .By 63 ' .. 74 loo b Industrial 90,- 79 88 76 . 109 .78 81 77 100 o) effloe 90 73 82 83 lo4 99 99 72 . 79 loo , 
XII, Transport eqiilpraent . 102. ^ 21 êi 66 loe 
a] Read vehicles • 106- O3 •72 80 60 9»+ m 63 • • 62 loo b; Other equipment C6. 81 74 90 • 70 ^ 97 91 72 C2 ICO 
TOTAL EXPENDITUI^ 100 100 .. 100 ¿00. 100 ...-.loo 100 100 . 100 ico ... 
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Taae XI a 
INTER-CIW CCailPARISÇN CF PURCHASING PO-.im EaUIVALENTS POR A LATIN AlffiRICAN MAEKET 
BASKET PRICED IN SELa!?Er CITIES» JUNE I562 
(a) Utilts of currency equivalen-fe to ene mexXoan peso 
. Buenoe 
Aires 
EzpendÍN eureenoy m$n 
ture group fred rate 10 .8 
















2 . 1 5 
Monte» 
video 













Sus Pat oils 
Other foods 










e) Hous^old supples d) Furniture 
VI . Traneportfoonmunioa 
tion 
a} Public transport 
b) Private transport 
(operation) 
0} Communications 
vn» Personal oare 
a) Toilet articles 
b) Drugs and 
medleines 




















e.) Road vehicles 
b) O-Uier equipnent 
TOTAL EXPENDITURE b/ 
hi 
7 . 3 
12.0 
7 . 5 
ãtl 













1 5 . 6 
10.2 
1 5 . 5 
2 1 . 7 
13.^ 
11.1 





1 2 . 7 
17.5 
UjÚ 
1 1 . 3 
8.1+ 
15.0 




























3 3 . 3 
39.3 
34.9 
3 5 . 2 
































. 1 6 7 
.152 
. J 5 9 
- 1 1 9 
m. 
1.00 














































1.65 1.62 1.61» 
2.23 3Íft 









2 . 7 9 
2.89 
3.31 
3 . 7 9 







1 . 9 6 . 


















1 . 5 9 
1.60 
1.61 








































• - I S .211 
.If̂ l 






























a/tteae have beem combined uiisse waighte reflect the e:g)enditur9 pattern ia Latin American countries only, 
b/texoludes Sovewanental Expenditure en Consumer Goods and Services (Sector IX). 
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Table XI t) 
Dím^ITY C<MPARISON OF PURCHASING P0KH31 SaUIV/iLENTS POR A LATIN A>iERlCAN MARICET 
BASKET a/ HIICED IN SELECTED CITIES: JUKE IJÔZ 
(b) gnlts of eurrenoy equivalent to one PS dolter (Spent in Loa Angeles aad Houaton, P.S. 
Buenos Rio de Santlagô  México Llm Monte- Caracas 
Los 
Angeles 
Aires Janeiro de Chile Cily video (Houston) 
Ejípendl̂ s. currency 
ture sroup>\ free rate 
Cr.$ EO $(Mex) S/c ${Ur) Bs. $(u.s.) 
135.0 355.4 1.630 12.49 26,81 1 0 . 3 8 4.54 1 , 0 0 




o) milt products, 
eggs 






























VI, TrsnsooH;, »oiiui.uKX6atlon 
a) iMSilli transport . 
b) private transport 
(operation) 109,4̂  
0) CommunloatioRs 53>1 
VII. Personal ea.r6 
&) Toilet articles b) Drugs and meaiolnes 








































2 1 2 c 2 
340.3 
3 6 3 . 7 
5 6 5 . 3 
mã 
4 3 3 . 6 
1 3 7 . 5 
m 
6 3 8 . 6 
lllj! 




8 0 , 8 
1 0 7 . 5 2 4 1 . 4 
2 8 6 . 5 
6 1 , 5 
l4o^8 
168.8 
1 0 6 . 3 
1 6 2 . 3 84.1 
2 5 0 . 6 
142.0 
206.8 
J I M 
2 1 1 . 3 
533.3 
5H7.9 
. 5 3 3 
¡8 
1. 







1 5 3 6 
. 5 6 2 
1 , 6 8 2 
1 . 5 6 3 
1.643 




- á i 
1.328 
.503 
1 . 7 2 8 





1 . 1 2 5 
1.076 
















1 1 . 1 8 
11.59 
1 1 , 0 6 














1 0 . 0 6 
6.49 
4 . 8 1 
8 . 1 2 
2522 






1 6 . 6 8 








8 . 9 4 





8 . 0 8 
21.90 
2 1 . 0 6 
3 0 , 6 0 
20.75 
2 5 . 3 4 
9.» 
20.81 







5 . 6 3 




1 2 . 4 3 








1 2 . 0 2 
11,20 
3 0 . 8 3 
3.90 
1 0 . 6 2 
2 , 6 0 
M l 
10.20 
8 . 2 5 
•7.01 





1 1 . 2 3 
e.17 
8 . 5 2 
7.2i 
1 4 ^ 
12.57 
15.O4 
1 3 . 5 1 














5 . 3 0 







6 . 5 0 
4.12 
3 . 6 0 
5.a 
.2*21 
2 . 1 2 














6 , 8 0 
w 
4.43 


















































a/ Items liave been oomblned v\\osa xrelz-rhts reflect the exoendltura oattem in l^tin jimBi»ifln« nnim+,T.<ao nni-o-. 
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Table XII a 
INTER-COT DIFFERENCES IN PRICE LEVELS AT FREE líàRKET EXCHANGE RATES 
For a Latin American mrkat Baske-t^ priced in Selected Citlass June I962 
(a) Indexes; Average of prloea in seven Latin Jtoerli^ cities " 100 
Rio San» Aver- Houston 








CONSUMER EXPEíálTüRS! TOTAL 81 82 82 2it n o 14? 100 152 
I»Poode 2i ^ 2Í . 101 21 122 m 100 175 
a) Meat, poultry- 58 66 115 143 133 59 126 100 
Pish 72 84 78 l60 81 100 125 100 268 
0 Milk products, eggs 69 81 71 102 118 117 143 100 164 
d' Cereals 76 95 65 86 106 102 170 100 192 
el Fruits 77 90 81 91 118 126 117 100 191 
Vegetables 77 102 76 70 61 134 179 100 184 
s) Su^r 63 82 82 63 l4o 126 100 164 
Fats, oils 53 li+2 101 100 76 131 100 119 
1) Other foods 92 25 115 132 101 108 127 100 112 
II, B averages 2 i 68 86 • 86 22 112 186 100 150 
Non-alcoholic 119 62 90 60 88 84 196 100 167 
Alcoholic 51 71 85 97 90 124 182 100 143 
III. ÍSteífiS. 106 107, 114 Ü2 ñ 162 100 157 
JV, Clothing, textiles §2 114 21 22 31 111 112 100 lo4 
a Clothing 22 101 101 92 87 103 115 100 106 b ( Footwear 61 122 71 105 95 112 113 100 3.20 
c; 1 Textiles 61 134 86 69 97 128 lo4 100 84 
Vo Housing 22 22 109 2Ü 86 120 130 100 114 
a) Rent 73 125 105 66 98 82 150 100 lo4 1 Fuel, light, water 78 58 111 82 5? 176 l40 100 13^ 0] \ Household supplies 86 71 92 82 147 118 100 
d] 1 Furniture 118 96 107 76 63 131 109 100 129 
e 1 Electrical appliances 70 93 160 62 69 147 •58 IQO 52 
IV. Transportjt oommunication 86 21 M 116 22 14? 100 278 
• 
1 Public transport 89 84 52 79 l4l 90 164 100 347 
i Private transport (operation) 106 105 108 105 77 127 72 100 132 
0) CoMimimioation 117 51 92 69 89 70 212 100 297 
VliPei^onel car.0 i â 62 l i t 68 21 165 100 iáa 
a Toilet articles 76 57 130 80 124 113 120 100 122 b' Dru^, medicines 96 47 52 67 118 121 198 100 16 0 
0 Medical, dental services 125 80 lo4 62 56 113 158 100 177 d ifeirdressing 72 54 96 58 84 69 226 100 233 
Laundry, diy cleaning 78 66 62 76 96 186 115 100 94 
VIlI,Reoreatlon , ontertaiament iá 2Í 82 
77 
82 114 101 142 100 m 
1 Public eirtertainments 90 69 67 118 .92 186 100 175 1 Books, tcys, etc. 100 81 96 92 112 107 109 100 l4l 
INVESTMENT; TOTAL 115 108 82 82 82 m 22. 100 123 
X, Construction n't 107 ñ M 81 130 104 100 176 
a) Buildings 106 lo4 73 90 82 138 lo4 100 177 b) Other constmotion 136 115 72. 84 76 112 107 100 170 
XI Producer's eguipment 120 116 82 25 . 28 110 21 100 81 
a ̂  Agrlculturol 101+ 121 76 100 115 114 71 100 82 b¡ 1 Industrial 124 116 86 . 96 109 74 100 80 Cj 1 Office 71 icé 118 115 101 100 93 
XII, Transport equipment i i o ¿it 21 2â •21 150 ^ 100 58 
) Road vehicles 107 92 94 77 90 150 91 100 56 1 Other equipment 124 106 75 80 93 151 69 100 71 TOTM. EXPENnTTtroV. h/ 86 21 82 82 21 113 l4o 100 148 
y Weights reflect the expenditure pattern in Latin American countries only. 
I 
Excludes Governmental Expenditure CM Consumer Goods and Services (Sector IX). 
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Table XII b 
INTEIUCm DIPPEKBNCES IN PRICE LEVELS At ¡''REE MARKET EXCHkNGE RATES 
Por a Latin Amerlean Maritet Basket^ prloes In Saleotad Cltlas; June I962 
(b) Averages of prl«9s In Houston and Los Ang*3iea = 100 
Rio San> riovistc 
Buenos de Hago Mexloo Lina Monte 
Ca- and iio 




City video racas 
jslcs 
CONSIMER EJCPEKDITURE, TOTAL Í2 52 ¿8 62 22 i 2 
I , Poods ií2 M ¿2 52 5á 62 86 1:-
a) Meat, poultry 33 38 66 82 76 3k 72 100 
b)Pish 27 31 29 60 30 37 61+ ICC 
0) Milk products, eggs 1+2 119 1+3 62 72 71 86 10' 
Cereals líe 50 34 5̂ 55 54 88 10'.' 
e) Fruits k» h7 1+2 1+8 62 66 61 ICO 
f) Vegetables k2 56 !+l 38 73 97 loo 
g) Sugar 88 38 50 50 38 85 76 lÜC 
h) Pats, oils 120 81+ 81+ 63 80 109 10c 
1) ether feeds 83 22 103 118 90 97 113 lo-
II, Beverages ií2 k6 52 52 á£ 25 123 100 
a) Non-alcoholla 72 38 51̂  36 53 5'-' 117 lor 
b) Aleoholio 3é 59 68 63 S'7 126 
III, fobaeoo 66 68 22 2£ 1+1 107 loo 
IV. Clothing, textiles M Ê1 ^ §2 106 106 lO'J 
a) Clothing 66 95 9I+ 93 82 97 107 l'.'C 
b) Footwear 67 161 59 88 79 93 93 ICC 
0) Textiles 95 158 103 81 111+ 151 115 100 
V, Housing 22 82 iá if 2Z 135 m i-éo 
a) Rent 70 121 101 61+ 79 ll+3 loo 
t>j Pual,llght, vater 51 38 72 53 35 115 % 100 
0) Household supplies 61+ 53 68 61 78 109 87 loo 
d) Furniture 92 74 83 59 1+9 102 81+ 100 
0) Eleotrical applionoos 135 198 305 157 171 281 110 ICO 
VI, Trensjyortĵ  oonuBunication 2¿ 21 M 21 k2 M 51 100 
B.) Public transport 26 2k 15 23 Uü 26 1+6 loo 
b) Private transport (operation) 81 80 81 80 58 97 54 100 
c) Coiranunlcations 39 17 31 23 39 2k 71 100 
VII, Personal care 60 22 58 1+2 M 2h 101 10.' 
Toilet articles 62 1+7 106 66 101 93 97 100 b) Drugs and madioines 60 30 32 1+2 71̂  76 123 ICO 
c) Medical, dental services 71 Ç8 35 32 61+ 88 100 
d) Halrdressing 31 23 1+1 25 36 1+6 97 100 
e) Laundry, dry cleaning 83 70 87 80 101 197 121 10 c 
VIII, Recreation, entertaininet él M 52 52 21 ái 20 100 
a) Public entertainments 52 39 M+ 33 67 53 105 100 
b) Books, toys, ato. 71 58 69 65 79 76 76 loo 
mVESTMENTj TOTAL lü 88 66 22 22 102 2ÍÍ loo 
X, Construction ñ á i ¿2 50 1+6 2Ü 52 100 
a) B\iildings 60 59 1+2 51 lié 78 58 100 
b) Other construction 80 67 1+2 H9 66 61 loo 
XI Producer's oqulpment M lj42 108 118 122 M 22 loo 
a) Agrloultural 131 148 92 122 ll+l 115 87 loe 
b) Industrial 155 11̂ 5 107 118 120 137 93 loo 
e) Offios 76 111+ 126 98 106 123 109 IC-
XII, Transport eguipinent 182 162 iSá 13I+ M 257 150 
a^ Road vehicles 193 165 I6p 139 162 269 163 Tv.-» 
b) Other equipment 175 152 ich 113 132 21I+ 98 ií 
TOT'.L -gSP JMIITOIK b/ ¿8 62 ¿8 ¿£ 2Í 
¥elghts refleot the expenditure pattern in Latin American countries only. 
Excludes Governmental Expenditure on oonsumer goods and services (Sector IX). 

